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Preface 


The current state of knowledge of political behavior is on the one 
hand large and meticulous and elegant; on the other hand it is small, 
casual, and austere. The one hand is our knowledge of how people 
act within the framework of modem European and American demo- 
cratic political institutions. The other hand is our knowledge of how 
people behave and misbehave when there are no such institutions to 
guide them. 

The purpose of this book is to help close gaps between the areas 
we know well and tliose we know only slightly. To serv'e this purpose 
is to search for origins of political behavior. This makes it necessary 
to go deeper than is customary into basic mental processes and to 
range wider in time and space— back to tlie formative centuries of 
Western politics and out to parts of the world where the West has not 
meant the maturation of popularly responsible government so much 
as it has meant techniques of nonresponsiblc exploitation and control. 

Tlie search for origins tlius takes us inescapably into tlie depths of 
the mind, in the search for common, universal causes of action. It is 
for tile resulting emphasis that I have filched a title from Graham 
Wallas. My definition of human nature— the behavioral tendencies 
tliat are common to the species and rooted in the human organism— 
is logically incontestable. Tlie tendencies that fit tliis definition are 
clearly disputable. In any event, I do not labor the phrase human 
nature, nor the shibboleth democracy. 

Nevertheless I see no reason for tacitly accepting the assumption 
of John Locke and Karl Marx— the respectiv'e theorists of the middle 
class and of the working class— tliat tlie human mind is virtually a 
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blank sheet on which culture writes whatever it chooses to write. 
The notion has underlain most social thought, ever since the study of 
society became as intense as it has in the last couple of generations. 
It needs re-examination, not reiteration. 

As the mind relates to politics, this book is an attempt to consider 
what can and cannot be imprinted on the tabula non rasa. To me it 
seems necessary to do this to understand tlie origins of political action 
in tlie non-VVestern world. Indeed it seems necessary to do this to 
understand with more depth why people have developed the sorts of 
political institutions that prevail in Europe and America. But this 
book can be no definitive statement. Rather, it redirects attention 
to neglected lines of thought tliat were most explicitly related to 
politics by Tliomas Hobbes three hundred, and by Graham Wallas 
almost tlireescore, years ago. Since these men \vrote, psychology has 
advanced from a largely intuitive to a vigorously empirical science 
tliat can shed light on pre^'iously dark origins of political behavior. 

Numerous people have in \’arious ways helped me write this book. 
Five ladies: Mary Ellis Arnett, Lucille Lozoya, and Barbara Williite, 
who t>^ed successiN’e versions of it; and my wife Eleanor and my 
daughter Sarah, who jointly sur\d\’ed the ^^Titing from start to finish. 
Three onetime students: Peter J. Bickel, Robert M. Cadwell, and 
Alan P. Carlin, who spoke for the intelligent skepticism of scores of 
their contemporaries. One half-time research assistant, David M. 
Olson, wliose intelligent persistence was not half-hearted. And the 
following critics and mentors. 

In his reading of the completed manuscript, John H. Schaar was 
most sensitive and intelligent and stubborn, and generous of time and 
argument. 

My major intellectual debt is to three psychologists, Sigmund Freud, 
Abraliam Maslow', and Da^’id Krech. Each of them opened many 
doors and in\'ited me in— in tlie first two cases witliout knowing me 
from Procrustes or Prometlicus and in the third case witliout wanting 
me to become a follower. Any errors of fact and judgment contained 
licrc'in are attributable not to Freud or Maslow or me but to Krech. 
When 1 asked him to read llie manuscript, he said I should not now 
nce<l to lia\’c him do it. If he had, tliis book would be free of fault. 

Oddly, for one more interested in indiWduals than institutions, two 
institutions ha\'e at crucial times showm liberal material interest in 
me— tile Social Science Research Council, when this book was taking 
early and then final shape; and tlie California Institute of Technology, 
when it was taking final form. They have thereby somewhat dis- 
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proved Rousseau’s notion that man is born free and is socially en- 
chained. For reasons similarly liberal though not material, I am also 
deeply indebted to Peter H Odegard, Harold Winkler, Hallett Smith, 
and to John D. and Ewart K. Lewis. 

No one who has not known Dwight Waldo well can appreciate how 
one person can lend his time, judgment, and kindly ear in helping 
another to stand intellectually on his own two feet. The writing could 
not have been done without liis gentle, steady, and specific encourage- 
ment. 

Most of all, I want to thank Julia Merrell Davies and Oscar Jaszi, 
in whose memory tlie book is dedicated and sine quibus nihil. 

James C. Davies 
Pasadena, California 
11 May 1963 
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There is no liberty where there is hunger. . . . 

LORD ACTON 

City air makes a man free. 

GERMAN PROVERB OF THE MIDDLE AGES 


CHAPTER 1 


"Yom can^t change 
human nature^^ 


B = f(SO) 

There is a legend that some second-generation Marxists in Moscow 
were debating whetlier to introduce private ownership of business 
enterprise into the Soviet Union. The arguments on the advantages 
of private versus public ownership grew so vigorous and persuasive 
that the issue was not at last settled until one man succinctly reviewed 
almost a half-century of Soviet socialist success and concluded, “You 
can’t change human nature.” In this legend Marxist environmental 
determinism comes full circle. 

The circular, or more exactly tlie peripheral, reasoning employed in 
arguments between environmental and biological determinists in any 
case is apt to set up a rotary movement of thought. The difference 
between skilled broad-gauge writers and unskilled local sages on the 
issue is more apparent in rhetoric than in content. Some social philos- 
ophers write that only the broad cultural environment really deter- 
mines how humans act. Others write that ultimately it is the great, 
innate fighting qualities of the Nordic or the Slavic or the Sinic race 
that will determine history. A modern, smoothfaced grandmother says 
that if it weren’t for society and those terrible teachers her Johnny 
had as a child, he would be President now. An ancient, gnarled sheep- 
herder, angry at the corruption of landlords and politicians, says it’s 
just human nature and sends a fine young lamb to the village chieftain 
for a present. 

The question is so inherently difficult that there is tlie temptation to 
ignore it, laugh at it, or conceptualize it out of existence. One social 

1 



2 Human nature in politics 

theorist, eschewing ignorance and laughter, almost conceptualizes hu- 
man nature out of existence by calling it irrelevant Abram Kardiner 
uses the phrase ‘T)asic personality structure” to include the traits char- 
acteristic of all people in a particular culture and finds this structure 
to be altogether the product of “all institutionalized practices” like 
relations between parents and children or men and women. Kardiner 
declines to probe more deeply, or more centrally. 

He does not suggest that each member of a culture behaves in all 
respects like all other members of that culture. But he says that the 
only common traits are culture-wide and implies that there are no 
characteristics worth talking about that are common to broadly dif- 
ferent people in widely separated regions. Yet without the universal- 
ity of such phenomena as the relations between parents and children 
or men and women, it would be hard to explain the widespread fas- 
cination of comparative antlnopology.* While recognizing the useful- 
ness of abstraction on the level of common cultural characteristics, we 
need not assume that only such abstraction is possible or useful. 

From Kurt Lewin and from Lasswell and Kaplan^ we can derive 
a more abstract formula to conceptualize what causes people to act in 
the ways they do, The simple formula B = f(SO) says that behavior 
is a function of the interaction of tlie situation and the organism. 
Anything less abstract than this loses conceptual precision. The for- 
mula has sometimes, as by Lewin, been written B s= /(PE), with P 
standing for person and E for environment. But this formulation un- 
necessarily mingles the two major categories of influence— heredity and 
environment. Common usage calls a “person” a highly structured, 
environmentally modified organism and does not much bother to dis- 

» See, for example, Abram Kardiner, The Individual and His Society: the Psycho- 
dynamics of Primitive Social Organization, New York, Columbia University Press, 
1930. See also Kardiner et al., The Psychological Frontiers of Society, New York, 
Columbia Uni\ crsity Press, 1945. People are interested in different styles of child- 
rearing and other social relations partly because such social relations are universal. 
Kardiner does not deny heredity but denies its importance. He says that “the 
capacity for repression is a phylogenetically determined characteristic" (i.e., it is 
inherited genetically), but implies that genetics would limit human adaptability 
to the animal level-as though human adaptability above the animal level were 
itself deri\ ed from the environment. See The Individual and His Society, 350-351. 
2 See Kurt Lev/in. Principles of Topological Psychology, New York, McGraw-Hill 
Book Co., 1936, 12, 30-36, which uses the equation B =f{PE), where P is 
person and E is environment. And see Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, 
Power and Society, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1950, 4-6, which uses 
E for environment and P for predisposition, “tlie nonenvironmental determinant 
of response.” 
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tinguish organic structure from environmental modification. We do 
not usually call a baby a person but restrict the usage to an individual 
who has moved at least beyond infancy, talks, reads, writes, and has 
a name other than Homo sapiens. 

Much, if not most, of the uniqueness of a person is a consequence 
of environmental influences. We have no units of analysis to quantify 
the two kinds of influence. But we can at least keep the formula 
qualitatively clean and our thought somewhat less muddled by using 
the concept person as the sum of his behaviors, not as one of the two 
basic ingredients of behavior. And we can say tliat most of the uni- 
versality of a person, of his likeness to all other persons, is a conse- 
quence of organic influences. Let us then settle on the formula 
B = /(SO). But even clean, abstract formulas— at least this side of 
mathematics— must have some use, some explanatory value— particu- 
larly in the study of politics, where formulas are treated with undue 
gullibility or suspicion. 

It is indeed a long way from tJie human organism to tlie organiza- 
tion of government. And the question remains whether the first clause 
of the following sentence has any political meaning: “Every man is in 
certain respects like all other men, like some other men, like no otl^er 
man.”® More specifically, the question is whether there are any basic 
behavioral tendencies common to all human beings that become mani- 
fest in politics despite the obvious and enormous significance of en- 
vironmental cultural influences that begin at birth. There is no useful 
purpose in considering the nature-nurture controversy, either to the 
gross point of trying to decide whether organic, innate characteristics 
(“heredity”) are more important or less so than environmental ones* 
—or the fine and futile point of appraising whether innate character- 
istics account for 20% and acquired ones for 80^S, or innate ones for 
80% and acquired ones for 20%. But there is use in considering whether 
there are some behavioral tendencies whose origin is in the organism 
and which, through a long chain of causation, end up among the host 
of forces determining political behavior in individual human beings. 

To sharpen the seldom-focused distinction between organic and en- 
vironmental forces, we may well start with a brief aside on plant life. 

* Clyde Kluckliohn and Menry A. Murray, Personality in Nature, Society, arul 
Culture, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1048 cd., 35. The authors did not attempt 
to apply political meaning to their statement. 

* Note the discussion of the concepts and of quantification in L. C. Dunn and 
Th. Dobzhansky, Heredity, Race, and Society, New York, Penguin Books. 1946, 
ch. 2. 
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Human nature in politics 

No one doubts that live cells in the form of seeds must be planted 
in order for com to grow. A barren field will not produce grain; 
neither can new grain be grown practically in a bag of seed. One can- 
not have the end product without both the organic characteristic of 
the cliromosomes in the seed and the soil in which it sprouts and 
matures. What makes this self-evident analogy difficult to apply to 
human beings is that in our human species the impact of tlie environ- 
ment is so great that the obvious aspects of human behavior are not 
at all like discrete chromosomes imder a microscope but rather hke 
such processed products as com meal or bread whose heredity seems 
“obviously” irrelevant to explaining tlie food product.^ 

We surely cannot say tliat any manifest, observable act (political 
or otherwise) is instinctive, innate, organic, or “human nature.” This 
is like saying a corn plant is its seed. But this by no means demon- 
strates that innate tendencies are not involved in behavior any more 
than the genetic make-up of a corn seed is unrelated to the mature 
plant. To help conceptualize the problem, let us consider a more 
direct and hypothetical human comparison. We observe a ceremony 
going on inside a Catholic Church in Honolulu, Hawaii. Tom Furu- 
moto, an American born of Japanese ancestors, is kneeling beside Mary 
Fairgrieve, an American of Scotch-Irish Presbyterian descent and up- 
bringing. 

\ variety of reasons might be proposed to explain this process. (1) 
Tliey fell in love. (2) Torn was an ambitious young merchant and 
Mary saw the chance of becoming a wealthy woman. (3) Mary had 
been raised by parents who were hostile to all nonwhite people and 
she rebelled against them. (4) Tom wanted to assimilate to white 
society and had this opportunity to move respectably away from his 
racial background b>- way of a church that had e\angelized his par- 

D. O. Ilehhs Uprcdily and Environment in Ktammalian Behaxior, Brilish 
JouTita! of Aiiiitml Behavior, 1: 43 — 17 (1953) is a clear, brief treatment of the 
conccpUial problem. See also ilebb, The Organization of Behavior: a iVenro- 
rsijchohgical Theory. New York, Jolm Wiley & Sons, 1949, 165-170. Herbert 
S. L.in^'fold, Heredity and E.\pericncc, .Anm'c Psychnloghiue. .50: 11-25 (1951) 
presents a liistor\’ of the natnre-nurtnre controversy among pss-chologisls. Paul H. 
Schiller. Innate Constituents of Complex Processes, Psychologieal Beview-, 59: 
1 . -191 ( 1952) reports some meticulous observations of animal behavior to help 
distinguish innate and learned activity. See also Werner Muensterberger, On the 
Piopsyehologie.-;! Determinants of Social Life, in W. Muensterberger, ed., Psycho- 
analysis and the Social Sciences, Nevv York, IntcmaUonal Universities Press, 1955 
^ ol. 4, 7-25. 
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ents in Japan with the belief that all men are brothers, regardless of 
race, color, or previous condition of servitude to false gods. 

Behind each of these reasons we could trace back along the stream 
of causes to “ultimate” organic forces (and to “ultimate” situational 
ones), but we need not do so to make the point that in adolescence 
each of the parties to the marriage experienced the growth of an in- 
eradicable and organic need for sex, which witliin the context of most 
if not all cultures may be met most acceptably by marriage. What- 
ever shaping the personalities of the two parties to the marriage had 
undergone, even to the point where sex may have been buried under 
a variety of less directly relevant factors, like social mobility, ado- 
lescent rebellion, and marriage customs in Western society, the basic 
need for sex remained a necessary force-probably the most crucial 
force unique to the maintenance of the social institution of marriage. 
It did not arise culturally even though the appropriate means for its 
satisfaction are among the most meticulously determined social rules 
in any culture-preliterale or literate, occidental or oriental. It took 
Freud a full generation to get people to recognize the importance of 
sex as a major organic determinant of human behavior and misbe- 
havior, but, as he said, every nursemaid knew about it. just from 
watching the children. 

Let us consider a more direct political example, again not for pur- 
poses of systematic analysis but to illustrate the concept of organic 
influences. The events are not hypothetical but historical. In mid- 
July 1863 in New York City a series of riots so seriously broke the 
fabric of metropolitan life tliat troops fresh (or tired) from the Battle 
of Gettysburg were brought in to re-establish order. The riots oc- 
curred immediately after the start of the selection of New Yorkers for 
the Civil War military draft, which had become law four months 
earlier. There was bitter hostility not only to the draft (partly be- 
cause exemption from it could be bought for $300), but also to the 
growing Negro population. The hostility was most violent among 
semi-skilled and unskilled white (reportedly immigrant) workers for 
whom $20 per week was a high wage and for many of whom it was 
often a vicious fight with Negroes to get dockwork at $1.50 for a nine- 
hour day. Meanwhile wartime inflation was striking hard; roast beef 
doubling in price from 8 to 16 cents per pound and eggs rising from 
less than 12 cents a dozen to 25 cents in the period 1861-1863. From 
l)umble beginnings in the destruction of a conscription ofllce, the riots 
fanned out to envelop police stations, to loot wealtliy private liomcs, 
and in due course to kill and hang a few Negroes. It took police; 
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army infantry, cavalry, and artillery; and a Catholic archbishop to 
bring the riots to a sullen, exhausted end. 

On the surface of things one could truly say that environmental fac- 
tors caused the riots. When the draft act was passed with its pro- 
vision for paying $300 to get exemption, when the call began in New 
York in July, and when Negroes up from slavery began competing for 
jobs with people almost as poor as themselves, the riot finally began. 
But underlying the manifest environmental causes are factors which 
bear the same relationship to the environment that seeds bear to soil, 
water, air, and sunshine in jointly producing a plant. The fear of loss 
of life in battle and of regression to semi-starvation in the contest for 
jobs were both involved. Reaction to these basic threats to life itself 
was built into the rioters and was among the causes of their manifest 
behavior, in the same sense as the need for sex is related to marriage. 
If they had possessed $300 to buy their way out of the draft or had 
secure jobs with a wage-scale tied to the cost of living, no doubt the 
workers would not have become rioters. When this deep military and 
economic threat to their survival developed, they took to the streets.® 


Basic needs 

With this brief presentation of instances where organic causes of 
manifest behavior seem relevant, we may consider more systematically 
the basic human wants as they relate, at the start of a long causal 
stream with many man-made dams and channels, to politics. 

A want, need, or drive produces a tension which, to the individual, 
is generally more unpleasant than pleasant. He seeks to relieve the 
tension by achieving satisfaction of the need. It is not, however, ac- 
curate to say that people utterly dislike the sensation of wanting some- 
thing and enjoy only the act of satisfying the want. Tliey do derive 
satisfaction in the course of not only experiencing tension but of 
working toward its relief. Romeo and Juliet found parting such sweet 
sorrow that they wished to keep on parting till daybreak. Political 

See living Werstcin, Jiihj, 1863, New York, Julian Messner, 1957, for a descrip- 
tion of the riots. Sec also Jack F. Leach, Corvscriptioa in the United States: 
Historical Background, Rutland, Vermont and Tokyo, Japan, Charles E. Tuttle 
Publisliing Co., 1952, 292-312. Aside from explanations that the riots were a 
conspiracy or were caused by '^criminal elements,” the economic competition be- 
tween Irish stevedores and Negroes appears to be the most common explanation 
for the riots. There is an interesting point, namely the time, psychologically 
speaking, when the riots took place. The question of time is considered in 
Chapter 10 on the politics of instability. 
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candidates enjoy campaigns even though victory, the consummation 
they devoutly wish, may be denied them. Despite tlie pleasantness 
of tensions, people do strive to relieve them and then to create new 
tensions once the old ones are satisfied. 

Freud initially believed there was but one basic need with different 
names: sex, libido, love, Eros. As his thinking developed, libido 
tended to become synonymous witli a basic life urge. As he liimself 
aged, he added the second and opposing urge to die. Eros and the 
death instinct became the grand duo. William James listed not two 
but thirty-two instincts. William McDougall, one of the first modern 
social psychologists, indicated seven major instincts plus some minor 
ones. Graham Wallas mentioned an instinct for property; desire for 
power and for “combat and adventure”; family affection; suspicion; 
curiosity; tlie desire to excel; and sex, food, anger, and fear.^ 

Henry Murray of tlie Harvard Psychological Clinic listed some 
twelve “viscerogenic” and some twenty-eight “psychogenic” needs. 
The viscerogenic needs in Murray’s system are located in the organism 
but outside the brain and are the primary ones. Tlie psychogenic 
needs have no ascertainable locus save in the central nervous system, 
and as secondary needs they are “presumably” derivable from the 
viscerogenic ones. The primary, viscerogenic needs are air, water, 
food, sex, lactation, urination, defecation, harmavoidance, hcatavoid- 
ancc, coldavoidance, noxavoidance, and sentience (the need for sensu- 
ous impressions). The secondary, psychogenic needs are acquisition, 
conservancc, order, retention, construction, superiority, achievement, 
recognition, exhibition, inviolacy, infavoidance (need to avoid failure, 
ridicule, etc.), defendance, counteraction, dominance, deference, simi- 
lance (need to identify with others), autonomy, contrarience (need to 
be unique), aggression, abasement, blarnavoidance, affiliation, rejec- 
tion, nurturance (need to nourish), succorance (need to seek aid), 
play, cognisance (need to explore, satisfy curiosity), and exposition 
(need to explain, interpret)." Murray does not suppose the psycho- 
genic needs to be “fundamental, biological drives, thougli some may be 
innate.” 

Knowledge of human motivation is not yet adequate to establish the 
psychological equivalent of a periodic table of the elements. The 
garment of culture conceals tlie needs of the organism. Tliere is no 

^See his Human Nature in Politics, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 3rd ed. 1921 
oS— 64, * ' 

Explorations in Personality. New York, Oxford University Press. 
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argument on such organic needs as air, water, food, sex, and probably 
each of the other viscerogenic needs hsted by Murray. But one can 
always justifiably and uneasily have the feeling tliat many supposedly 
basic needs are cultural derivatives. There is surely some doubt as to 
the existence of an organic basis for such psychogenic needs as abase- 
ment, blamavoidance, and exposition. We nevertheless should not be 
too surprised to see evidence among people anywhere on earth of some 
desire for order, for identification with others, and for the satisfaction 
of curiosity. 

Freud and Murray as psychological theorists and empiricists repre- 
sent polar positions on motivation, the one reductionist and the other 
perhaps elaborationist. The difficulty with Freuds theory is that it 
does not really help much to reduce pohtical motivation to sex, even 
defining sex as the life force which he later came to call it. As one 
writer has said, it is almost impossible to overestimate the importance 
of sex in human behavior, but Freud achieved the impossible. A read- 
ing of Freud’s Totem and Taboo, Group Psychology and the Analysis 
of the Ego, and Civilization and Its Discontents is indeed a stimulat- 
ing, provocative experience, but it enlarges only one’s speculative 
understanding of pohtical behavior. Freud’s unit of motivational anal- 
ysis, Eros, is necessary though not sufficient to the understanding of 
direct, face-to-face interpersonal relations but does not furnish a long 
enough cantilever to bridge our chasm of ignorance of political dy- 
namics in the individual human being. 

One advantage of Murray’s scheme over Freud’s is that it implies a 
more complex human organism tlian does Freud’s basic hfe-death eti- 
ology. The more we know about human behavior, the more complex 
it reveals itself to be— and the more Freud’s sexuahsm becomes archaic 
reductionism like the basic elements of earth, air, fire, and water. To 
indicate, as Murray does, that affiUation, similance, and order are also 
rather basic psychogenic needs suggests tliat our units of analysis do 
not have to be reduced to a causal cause, or at least that they cannot 
be so reduced with what poor knowledge we now possess. But Mur- 
ray s list as applied to the study of politics appears less ^able than 
when used to assess in detail the personality of a particular human 
being in a particular culture. If Freud's theory is too simple for our 
purposes, Murray’s is too intricate. 

The work of Abraham Maslow provides a more useful basis than 
either Freud or Murray. In a 1943 publication » he set forth a system 

»A. H. Maslow, A Theory of Human Motivation, Psychological Review 50: 
370-396 ( 1943 ) . 
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of basic needs, a system of great use in political analysis. He lists five 
main categories of needs: 

1. Physical (water, food, sex, etc.); 

2. Safety (order, predictability, dependability of the environment); 

3. Love, affection, belongingness; 

4. Self-esteem; 

5. Self-actuali 2 ation. 

A second look at Murray s list of psychogenic needs shows that some 
of them readily relate to one of Maslow’s basic categories (similance, 
affiliation, nurturance, and succorance to the third; infavoidance and 
superiority to tlie fourth; autonomy and contrarience to the fifth). 
It is also apparent that some of Murray’s list fall into two or more 
classes (retention and construction into the second, fourth, and fifth; 
dominance into tlie third, fourth, and fifth). Maslow’s list is not os- 
tensibly political but makes it possible to describe political motivation 
in rather broad but nonetheless discrete terms. It is specific enough to 
avoid the Freudian reductionism. 

In listing these five kinds of needs as the basic ones, Maslow asserts 
that the individual pursues them for their own sake in his lifelong 
process of behaving as a human being. Maslow is furtlier saying that 
the failure to satisfy these needs, including the physical ones, dimin- 
ishes and even atrophies an individual’s mental life. These needs are 
not eradicable— not cultural artifacts— but organic, genetic forces which 
individuals can nurture but not create, control but never quite destroy, 
in either themselves or others. 

One evident difficulty in the list is the inclusion of safety as a basic 
need. This is not to say that safety is not a need or that it lacks pro- 
found political importance, but rather that it appears to be an incon- 
gruous subset in an otherwise homogeneous set, like a menu that in- 
cludes meat, potatoes, salad, milk, and “prepare everything so that it 
is appetizing.” One docs not want palatability but rather food that is 
palatable, 'flic “physical” needs plus love, self-esteem, and self-actu- 
alization seem quite clearly to be pursued for their own sake, but it 
seems dubious that mentally healthy people pursue safety for its own 
sake. One does seek it as a precondition or as a means for gratifica- 
tion of the basic needs, but not because it is gratifying in the same 
sense in which one is gratified by a drink of water when thirsty, a hug 
by a loved one after a long absence, or freedom after imprisonment. 

In other words what I am saying is that tlie pursuit and achievement 
of safety and security are instrumental to the basic needs: not ends 
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themselves but means to an end. An individual will work and fight to 
be secure in his ability to satisfy his hunger and thirst, to be secure in 
his abiUty to gain love and impart it to others, etc., but not to be secure 
for the sake of being secure. It is a deeply disturbing experience to 
be deprived of a sense that the world is a relatively sure and predict- 
able place where one’s basic needs can be gratified. But this is so in 
the same sense in which one prefers palatable food, but basically needs 
food. It is more disturbing to be deprived of food than of the surety 
of its supply. 

A reason for laboring this point a little is precisely that such aspects 
of the state of mind as the sense of security or insecurity are, for the 
most part, far more important politically than those aspects of the 
state of mind fike hunger and the desire for love, self-esteem, and self- 
actuahzation. People generally do not turn to politics to satisfy hun- 
ger and to gain love, self-esteem and self-actualization; they go to the 
food market, pursue members of the opposite sex, show friends what 
they have done, and lose themselves in handicrafts, fishing, or contem- 
plation— with rarely a thought about politics. If achievement of these 
goals is threatened by other individuals or groups too powerful to be 
dealt with privately, people then turn to politics to secure these ends. 
They want government to prevent murder, famine, or theft. They 
rarely e.xpect the government to create life, food, and other goods, but 
do expect it to make safe their private pursuit. To secure their own 
ability to satisfy their individual wants, people will make demands on 
government. In day-to-day living they prefer to satisfy their wants 
by themselves and privately.^® But this is anticipating some of the 
content of the rest of the book. We must return to the subject of basic 
needs before we get the wrongful notion that, because politics has gen- 
erally an indirect and instrumental relationship to needs, we can now 
leave the subject of basic needs altogether, or, for example, assume an 
inescapable relationship between private enterprise as a means and 
basic needs as ends. 

In his ordering of five kinds of needs, Maslow has introduced the 
notion of priority— some needs becoming manifest and demanding sat- 
isfaction before others emerge. This introduces the dimensions of 
time and maturation far more nicely tlian was the case with Freud— 
who elegantly analyzed tlie successive stages of sexual maturation but 

And they probably also seek security more often pri\'ately than through govern- 
ment. For example, they store food in the house, go by themselves to the doctor, 
gain security of affection in the family, etc. In this sense, this book about politics 
has to do with exceptional, nonroutine human behavior. 
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less fruitfully outlined the maturation of anything else. In Maslow’s 
system physical needs have priority over the affectionate ones, and as 
the latter emerge they overlie but do not dissolve the former. 

A common-sense obser\’ation will serve to indicate a priority even 
within the class of physical needs. A hungry person will be quite pre- 
occupied with the pursuit of food; he will plan rationally how to get 
it, and when very hungry he will also liave fantasies about tables 
loaded with dehcious meat, vegetables, and fruit. But deprive him of 
water for a briefer time than he has been without food, and his 
thoughts and fantasies will turn to water. Take tlie further step of 
depriving him of air, and he will, within seconds, engage in action 
that is concentrated on the breatli of life itself. Even a thirsty, hungry 

person under such circumstances will forget about everytliing e.xcept 
air. 

Maslow’s point on the hierarchy of needs is more subtle: until there 
is substantial and relatively durable satisfaction of the physical needs, 
the safety needs will not emerge; until the safety needs are fairly well 
met, the need for love and affection will not emerge; and so on. He 
qualifies his assertion by indicating that the artist starving in a garret 
is more apt than not to have had a relatively .secure and physically 
satisfying childhood. We may add that the politician who stakes 
"everything” in the pursuit of public office is able to do so because 
his life history is more often than not one in which the world lias been 
manageable, not beset by a constant searcli for food, safety, affection, 
and self-esteem. Setting aside, for tlie moment, tlie question whetlier 
a person wants to be sure about his food, love of and by others, etc. 
in the same sense that he wants food itself, love itself, and so on, let us 
consider the political relevance of the hierarchy concept. In the proc- 
ess of doing so, we will try to indicate the substantive political rele- 
vance of each of four successive basic sets of needs: the physical, tlie 
affectional, the self-esteem or dignity, and the self-actualization.** 


The physical needs 

In 1944-1945 at the University of Minnesota a number of conscien- 
tious objectors to military service subjected themselves to a series of 

” Rostow touches on such priorities in discussing what happens ''beyond consump- 
tion,’ and he notes tltat in Thomas Mann’s liudilenhrouks the first generation of 
the family pursued weahli, the second social status, and the third music. [W. W 
Rostow, The Stages of Economic Growth. Cambridge, The University Press^ 
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starvation experiments. For the first bvelve weeks (the control period) 
they were given an ample, well-balanced, but regulated diet averag- 
ing 3870 calories per day. For the next twenty-four weeks (the ex- 
perimental period) they were given a semi-starvation diet averaging 
1470 calories per day.^= This period of nearly six months was fol- 
lowed by twelve weeks of rehabilitation, during which the average 
daily food intake was gradually increased to 1780 and then 2840 
calories, after which the subjects’ food intake was unrestricted and 
climbed to an over-normal average of 4740 calories per day. The 
experimenters made a \’ariety of obserx^ations, mainly of medical sig- 
nificance, but the psychological ones are of basic political relevance.” 
Let us consider a “typical” case from this group of 32 whose e.xperi- 
enccs were obserx ed throughout the year-long study. 

“Don” was twenty-five years old, an arcliitcct, unmarried but with a 
girl friend to xvhom he wrote a letter almost every day. He xvas an 
active participant in the educational program these conscientious ob- 
jectors had established to prepare themselves for post-war relief work 
outside the United States. During the control period liis xveight xvas 
142 pounds (64.7 kg); during the experimental period it dropped 
finally to 115 pounds (52.1 kg); at the end of txvelve weeks’ rehabili- 
tation it ro.se to 120 pounds (54.2 kg), and txventy-one xveeks later to 
1G3 pounds (74.1 kg), some 21 pounds (9.5 kg) more than he had 
weighed before the experiments began. 

During the third experimental week his morale xx'as high, and he 
maintained liis inti-ri’st aiul work in architecture. Although he had 
less desire to mox'e about and tired easily when he did, his mental 
energx', along with his acumen, remained unimpaired. Unlike some 
of the other .subjects, lie was not preoccupied with thoughts of food, 

.M Buc'henwakl, a Nazi concentration c.'imp, an internee who became a member 
(if tiu.* French .•X.caclcmy of Medicine after war’s end reported tlie food allotment 
in 1944 to be usually .some 1750 calories per day, decreasinjt “later” to about 1050. 
iC7 Hichcl, E.\pcricnces of a Medical Prisoner at Buchenwald, in II. L. Tidy and 
J. M. B. Kutsehbacli, cds., Intcr-Allieil Con/crcnccs on War Medicine, London, 
.Stapli s Press, Ltd., 1947, 454.1 

i^Tlie tompreliensive report is by Ancel Keys, J. Brozek, A. Henschcl, 0. Mickel- 
snn. 11, L. Taylor, The Biology of Human Starvation, Minneapolis, University 
of Minnesota Press, 1950. Tiic material here relevant is in vol. 2, notably cbs. 
37 and 3S. See also J. Bro/ek. Seini-star\'ation and Nutritional Rehabilitation: A 
Qiialitati\e C.ise StiKh’. with Emphasis on Behavior, Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 
1 : 107-1 IS (19.53) for a brief report on “Don,” a “typical” individual who 
served as one of tlie experimental subjects and whose e-xperiences are recounted 
in this chapter. 
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even during the fourth week. By the eighth week lie reported having 
dreams about food. By the Uvelfth week not only his dreams but liis 
conscious thoughts revolved around food as steadily as tlie earth 
around the sun. He got aches, pains, and cramps whether he exercised 
or not. He became more restless, irritable, and— in one of the ominous 
and universal symptoms of starvation— increasingly apathetic. He had 
difficulty concentrating on any activity for very long. He lost self- 
confidence to the point where he sought more control by the experi- 
menters, saying, “I tliink it is a good idea to put strong checks on us.” 
Writing in his diary during the twelfth week, he obser\’ed that he 
enjoyed being alone, that his tlioughts and moods had turned inwards, 
that his interest in other individuals and in post-war relief work over- 
seas had declined, and that what he now dreamed of was being an 
architect and leading “a personal home life” in a small-town or rural 
environment.*^ 

By the sixteenth week he suffered severe hunger pangs and head- 
aches. When his girl came several hundred miles to visit liim two 
weeks later, he found the visit a strain and “felt that it had been im- 
possible for him to achieve rapport with her.” As Brozek further re- 
ported, “tlie egocentric effects of the semi-starvation, added to a new 
realization of the importance of personal security, led to a dropping of 
all relief study and training.” He began to spend most of his time 
“just sitting.” By the end of the starvation period he had virtually 
stopped his studies and letter writing. In the final starvation interview 
he repeatedly expressed the hope that he would be plaeeil in the one 
out of the four groups that was to get the most abundant rehabilitation 
diet. 

At the start of the rehabilitation period he immediately felt better 
and wanted to do things. But during the third week he became ob- 
sessed with the belief he was not getting his allotted quota of food.**^ 
He spent his time going over his personal effects, read devotional re- 
ligious literature, and had no wish to take part in group activities. 
Later he became interested in relief and rehabilitation work again, as 
his religious interest diminished, but he wanted to do this work in the 


** Sec Brozek, op. cit., 11-1. 

I'eople liberated from Nazi concentration camps initially experienced elation, 
and then "a Icl-dowii in spirits with increasing suspicion and anxiety for personal 
safety." [L. J. Thompson, German Concentration Camps: P.sychological Aspects 
of the Camps, in H. L. Tidy and J. M. B. Kutschbach, cds., lutcr-AlUed Confer- 
ences on War Medicine, London, Staples Press, Ltd., 1947, 466-407.] 



14 Human nature in politics 

United States. Five months after the end of the starvation period, in 
Brozek's words, “the importance of attaining physical security had 
been sharply focussed by his semi-starvation experience,” and “Don” 
had decided not to do relief work but go back to his architectural 
training and “get started on his own.” This was his mental condi- 
tion despite his expressed greater awareness of the need to provide 
food for starving people everywhere. 

As the major study reports, withdrawal and apathy symptoms 
among the subjects during the starvation period were accompanied 
by strong feelings of group identity, as starved ones against the well- 
fed world outside. But during rehabilitation, the discontents and 
suspicions that arose tended to have a nongroup flavor quite different 
from the strong group feeling before and during the experimental 
period.^® 

Reports of historical instances of widespread and chronic starvation 
lend color to the scientifically gray Minnesota findings. 

On the Russian famine, 1918-1922: In the interest of obtaining better 
rations, children denounced their parents or other members of the family to 
the Cheka as anti-Communists.'® 

On starvation in the Nazi concentration camp at Belsen, 1944-1945: Loss 
of normal moral standards and sense of responsibility for the welfare of 
others was widespread; in severe cases interest in others did not extend be- 
yond child or parent; eventually the instinct to survive alone remained, even 
to the extent of eating human flesh.*® 

Brozek, op. cit., 117. 

There was no evidence of impaired intelligence during the starvation period. 
Extensive intelligence tests indicated no substantial changes. But “spontaneous 
mental effort’ did diminish. As one subject said: “I can talk intellectually, my 
mental ability lias not decreased, but my will to use the ability has.” [Keys et al., 
op. cit., 853.] Other biological research on the effect of starvation reports a loss in 
brain weiglu of 3S, in the heart of 3^, in skeletal muscles of 31%, in testes of about 
407. and in fatty tissue of 97%; see also page 840. [Thomas Richard Parsons, 
Fundamentals of Biochemistry in Relation to Human Physiology, Cambridge, 
W. Heffer & Sons, Ltd.. 6th ed.. 1939, ch. 6, esp. 95-98.] 

P. A. Sorokin, ^^an and Society in Calamity, New York, E. P. Dutton & Co., 
1942, 70. On the increase in theft, see page 73. Sorokin lived in the Soviet 
Union during tliis famine period. 

*" F. M. Lipscomb, German Concentration Camps: Diseases Encountered at 
BcUen, in II. L. Tidy and J. M. B. Kutschbach, eds., Inter-Allied Conferences on 
War Medicine, London. Staples Press, Ltd., 1947, 464. The daily caloric intake 
in concentration and prisoner-of-war camps eWdently varied from about 800 to 
1050 calories in the last months of the war. A “normal” diet in “normal” life 
circumstances is close to 3000 calories per day. See ibid., 454, 476. See also, 
in tliis book, the table on page 27. 
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On French PW$, including some who were active in the onfi-Nazi Re- 
sistance: These individuals . . . lost in the detention camps tlieir interest 
in political questions and became concerned only with the immediate prob- 
lems of the internment life and the possibility of escape. In the last stages 
the men were overcome with apathy and resignation.*^ 

In large societies (including nations or parts of nations), when food 
becomes scarce there is thus a breakdown of social ties, of property 
rights, the devaluation of treasured objects and of virtue (including 
sexual) in the omnipotent physical desire for food. A momentary 
worsening of the food supply may produce local food riots, which may 
broaden and deepen into rebellion. But extreme hunger, as starvation 
approaches, produces apathy and manipulability. People become too 
weak and too busy staying alive to take either strong or concerted 
action against government.^* 


Physical needs and politics 

There are two reasons for introducing a discussion of the political 
relevance of the physical needs by considering clironic hunger. The 
first is to describe a condition with which modern men in industrial 
society, notably including readers and writers of books, are rarely if 
ever familiar (except following cither economic breakdown or delib- 
erate action of government), and one with which contemporary men 
in many nonindustrial societies have occasionally or often been only 
too well acquainted. People who have always eaten regularly find it 
hard to comprehend the catastrophic consequences of hunger on 
thought and action, just as it is hard for virtually all people to ex- 
perience vicariously and understand the consequences of a depriva- 
tion of air or water. But it is necessary to appreciate what starvation 
does to people in order to understand its political impact. This brings 
us to the second and significant reason: tlie depoliticization that fol- 
lows deprivation. 

We have noted several consequences of starvation: constant pre- 

Keys ct al., op. clt., 799-800. And see M. Lamy, M. Lamottc, and S. Lamotte- 
Barrillon, La d^riutrition, cliniquc-biologie-therapcutlque, Paris, G. Doin et Cie., 
1948, 106, which Keys et al. here briefly summarize. 

** See Sorokin, op. cit., ch. 3. But there are exceptions to the breakdown of 
normal social ties, for example, in the Netherlands during Uie Second World War. 
(See Keys et al., op. cU., 794.] For a clinical report on the period, see C. C. E. 
Burger, J. C. Drummond, and H. R. Sandstcad, eds., MalnutrHion and Starvation 
in Western Netherlands, September 1944-July 1945, Part 1, The Hague, General 
State Printing OfBce, 1948. 
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occupation with food, apathy, loss of self-confidence, a turning away 
from other individuals and society and a turning toward oneself, and 
a breakdown of social ties and moral standards. What in short we 
see is very much like what Thomas Hobbes, writing in cold bitterness 
in France about his reaction to tlie Puritan Revolution in England, de- 
scribed as the state of nature. There is the war of all against all and 
the solitary, brutish, short life of man. Only in a very primitive sense, 
e.xcept as in such instances as tlie Netherlands in 1944-1945, can there 
be anytliing like what we call society, let alone political society. To 
assume that ordinary or extraordinary persons in such a hungry con- 
dition can in any way concern themselves with matters of public 
policy is to assume a kind of madness tliat prefers order, justice, and 
individual responsibility therefor to sur\'ival itself— prefers means when 
ends cannot be met. The organism will not permit tliis. Politics can- 
not exist for people who are in such circumstances. The man witli 
food to dispense can rule without protest. We have noted the desire 
of “Don,” the Minnesota experimental subject, to have the ex'periment- 
ers “put strong checks on us.” 

Putting the problem of physical needs in broader context, we may 

state the proposition that the needs for food, clotliing, shelter, health, 

and safety (i.e., freedom from bodily harm) do not ordinarily find 

direct political expression. With tlie exception of physical safety, the 

search for satisfaction of these needs is ordinarily carried on by social 

but nonpolitical means. Physical safety, in tlie form of protection 

against violence, is characteristically sought from government, but 

training for safety is often done privately in the family, w'hen parents 

teach their children to be careful in crossing streets, walking alone in 

tlie dark, etc. Satisfaction of them is more a precondition of political 

participation than a cause of it, in the sense that good physical health 

is more a precondition than a cause of intellectual activity. When the 

means to satisfy plnsical needs are readily available tlirough private 

channels, individuals ilo not look to government to provide the means. 

And when the nu'ans are so nearly unavailable that people are con- 

stanth’ preoccupied witli eating, staying w’arm, dr>', healthy, and alive, 

they have no time to consider public policy. Extreme physical need 

destroys politics for the needful. By this I mean tliat they can take no 

effccti\e \oluntary part in making any basic decisions of tlie sort tliat 

affect the wdiole connnimitv. 

# 

There is a\ ailable some more lifelike and more systematic evidence 
on these phenomena. In their research on unemployment during the 
Great Depression that started in the late 1920s, Zaw'adzki and Lazars- 



“You can’t change human nature’* 


17 


feld studied unemployed individuals in Warsaw and in the Austrian 
village of Marienthal.*^ They found a general desociabzation and 
widespread resignation and apathy. In Marienthal more than four 
out of five persons were either resigned to unemployment or broken 
by it No political activity was reported among any of the people. 
In summarizing their Warsaw findings they explained: 

The masses cease to exist as such when the social bond— tlie consciousness 
of belonging together— does not bind any longer. There remain only scat- 
tered, loose, perplexed, and hopeless individuals. The unemployed are a 
mass only numerically, not socially.-* 

Without enough to eat there is not a society. Without a society, the 
adjective “political” has no noun to modify. 

Another series of events also illustrates the phenomena of depriva- 
tion and depoliticization vs. gratification and politicization. After tlie 
Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor, Hawaii on 7 December 1941, a 
mibtary decision was made to evacuate all persons of Japanese birth 
or ancestry who were living on the West Coast of the United States. 
There was shock and bitter resentment among these evacuees, who 
were suddenly moved first to temporary assembly points on the West 
Coast and then to permanent centers in uncultivated and rather bar- 
ren tracts of land away from the coast. Administrative conditions 
were chaotic, with enough of some items to last ten minutes and of 
others to last ten years. The initial problems for the evacuees centered 
mainly around shelter and clothing. The evacuees were provided with 
army-type barracks but typically with only a single unpartitioned large 
room for each family. Clothing was scarce, except for what the Japa- 
nese had brought with them. The usual services of a settled com- 
munity, ranging from barber shops to shoe repair sliops and schools, 
were slow in getting established. There was uncertainty as to what 
would happen to them, generally and specifically. Rumors were evi- 
dently the main commodity in abundant supply. 

If there were ever a time when real grievances should have induced 
organized political action, it was either at the temporary assembly 
centers or at the camps when conditions were at their worst— that is, 
immediately after the evacuees arrived. But before political activity 
developed, there first took place some basic provision for physical 

** B. Zawadzki and P. Lazarsfidd, The Psychological Consequences of Uncinploy- 
ment, Journal of Social PsijcholoRij, 6: 224-251 (1935). P. F. Laziirsfeld, An 
Unemployed Village, Character ir Pcrsonaltitj, 1: 147-151 (19.32-1033). 

** ZawadzJci and Lazarsfcid, op. cit., 245. 
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needs and then the establishment of an operative community, however 
informal. One of the camps, at Poston, Arizona, started receiving 
evacuees in early May 1942. Some 7500 had arrived by the end of the 
month; the peak population of about 18,000 was reached in August. 
In late June, at die instance of the Caucasian camp administration, 
some evacuees drew up a charter for municipal government. It won 
no real popular support. It was not until mid-November 1942 that a 
significant indication of indigenous political activity occurred, a gen- 
eral strike that lasted about six days. And this did not occur until a 
burgeoning of sundry private associations had provided the social 
coherence necessary for concerted political action.’*® 

At another of die camps, Manzanar, near Lone Pine, California, 
under comparable condidons, a riot occurred even somewhat later, in 
early December 1942. At another center, Tule Lake, where internees 
started arriving three weeks later than at Poston, and where physical 
conditions and facilities were superior at least to those at Manzanar, a 
strike took place in August— again not when there was chaos but when 
the internees were direatened with die loss of whatever favorable con- 
ditions they had already gained in die camp. It was on the occasion of 
great insecurity, not of great physical deprivation, diat these people 
struck against what amounted to their govemment.^“ 

These phenomena are not limited to people in depressed villages 
and wartime detention camps. They occur in full-fledged political so- 
cieties—that is, in nations. In the 1930s, 40s, and 50s, they occurred 
in periods of internal crisis, forced confessions, and forced protesta- 
tions of Ioyalt>- in the U.S.S.R., the Hungarian People’s Republic, and 
in areas contrcflled by the Chinese People’s Republic. In die Soviet 
purges of the late 30s, candidates for confession were deprived of sleep 
and food for long and irregular periods. These fundamental needs 
became so pressing that die graceful gift of even an hour’s sleep, after 
standing for an insufferable 48 or 72 or 96 hours in front of die inter- 
rogator, seemed to the candidates almost a present from God. 

Tliey became insecure because of the very irregularit)' with which 


See .MexanJer Loif'hton, The Governing of Men, Princeton, Princeton University 
Press, 1945 , clis. 3 and 4 for the early chaotic conditions, chs. 5-9 on the be- 
ginnings of social organization, and chs. 10-13 for the strike and its aftermath. 
20 Sec Dorothy S. Thomas and Richard S. Nishimoto, The Spoilage, Berkeley 
and Los Angeles, Univtrsit>' of California Press, 1940, ch. 2 on the disturbances 
at Manzanar, Tide Lake, and also Poston. See R. H. Wax, The Destruction of a 
Democratic Impulse, Human Organization, 12 {!); 11-21 (1953) on the separate 
stages of the rebellion at Tule Lake. 
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sleep, food, and rest from interrogation were granted. They were de- 
prived of a sense of solidarity with fellow prisoners by being subjected 
to hearing the screams of other candidates being questioned and by 
the report that the others had confessed. They lost their sense of self- 
respect and dignity in tlie day-to-day prison routine of inescapable 
filth, rotten food, and dank, cold prison-cell walls. Their sole oppor- 
tunity to become individuals again after tlie dc-individualization 
process revolved around a brief career of private guilt, public shame 
during the subsequent trial, and a vague liope that they might in some 
humble way have been of use to the government, the Party, and to 
Society. 

At no time did they in any usual sense actually become social or 
political. They confessed tlieir sins against society not so much be- 
cause of a sense of social responsibility as to get sleep and bread. 
They articulated their past political wrongs in public— their stupid 
interference in the governmental decision-making process, in whicli 
the government and the party made up its abstract mind about what 
should and should not be done for the good of mankind. Tliey con- 
fessed not from a sense that tliey were stupid or meddlesome but be- 
cause both the interrogation process and the sense of guilt wliich 
haunts all men (as John Calvin and Sigmund Freud liave reminded 
us) were for them no longer endurable. In short, they had a stark, 
naked, physical need to survive, liowever hopeless, and to gain some 
sense of identity and worth, however contemptible.-’’ 

There is evidence showing a relationsliip between basic physical 
needs and political behavior in some data from the Soviet Union. 
Raymond Bauer and others of the Russian Researcli Center at Harvard 
University intensively and e.xtensively questioned people wlio had 
become expatriates of the U.S.S.R. before or during the Second World 
War. The expatriates— only about 40 % of whom liad left the Soviet 
Union voluntarily— who were interviewed by the Harvard group in- 
cluded not only members of tlie intelligentsia but also nonelite skilled 
and unskilled workers and many peasants.-* Unskilled workers and 

The Western world got its first vivid view of this process througlj tlie medium 
of fiction in Arlliur Koestler's novel, Durkne-is at Noou, written ( iy.'38-1940 ) like 
Hobbes’ treatise, Leviathan ( 1651 ), in Parisian exile, and again like the Leviathan, 
in liglit of ininiediatc and vivid experience with the political system wliich the 
writer analyzed. Tlie later factual though pseudonymous account of F. Beck 
and W. Codin, Rualan Purge and the Extraction of Confesiion, London, Hurst & 
Blackett, Ltd., 1951, closely corroborates the Koestler analysis. 

The Beck and Codin study dealt with elitist defectors from the Communist 
party. 
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peasants expressed hostility to the government more often than skilled 
workers, and skilled workers more often tlian the intelligentsia. The 
commonest reasons for alienation from the Soviet system were not ideo- 
logical or even primarily programmatic: the expatriates did not criti- 
cize Communism as such or the state-controlled health program or 
state ownership of heavy industry, transport, and communications— or 
the state guaranty of work for all. 

The prime reasons expressed were the police terror and personal 
dissatisfaction with the jobs the expatriates had had. More specifically, 
tile police terror meant arrest; job dissatisfaction meant inferior status 
and lack of opportunity to do tlie kind of work for wliich they felt com- 
petent. Almost all of tlie expatriate-respondents reported hostility to 
the police terror and to the collective farm system. Bauer further re- 
ports that 52 % of tliose who had actually been arrested expressed hos- 
tility, 47% of those who had experienced the arrest of a member of their 
family did so, and only 27% of tliose who had experienced neither.®® 

It is also notable tliat only 28% of the e.xpatriates who belonged to 
the intelligentsia expressed liostilit)' to the Soviet regime, in contrast to 
45% of the skilled workers and 58% of the combined category of un- 
skilled workers and peasants. It should be no smprise that the Soviet 
intelligentsia (those vvitli relatively high incomes and education) less 
frequently expressed hostility to a regime from which tliey were get- 
ting, in Lasswell’s phrase, the most of what there is to get than did 
those who, as unskilled workers and peasants, were getting the least. 
It should also be no surprise that among tlie popular feelings shown 
toward confessed elitist traitors, who were placed on public trial dur- 
ing die 1930s, there were feelings of contempt, induced, perhaps, in 
part by jealousy. 

At this stage of the argument of this chapter, the relevant point of 
Bauer s findings is tliat it was a primordial, primitive, and largely 
unconscious pliysical need that liad such great portent for the stability 
of the Soviet political system in tlie 1930s and 40s. People with- 
drew their adlicrcncc to tlie system because they were deprived of 
ph) sical safety not because they found a discrepancy between the 
gospel as tauglit by Marx and as practiced by the Party. And it takes 
a highly abstracted reading of Khrushchev’s speech to the Twentieth 

See R. A. Bailor, Sonic* Trends in Sources of Alienation from the Soviet System, 
Public Opinion Quarterly, 19: 279-291 (1955) and Ra>'mond A. Bauer et al.. 
How the Soviet Sy.^cm Works, Cambridge, Harvard University Press. 1956, 
chs. 12 and 13. 
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Party Congress in February 1956®" not to notice the sense of utter 
revulsion against the Stalinist purges.®* Kliruslichev was denying 
neither then nor later the validity of Marxist-Leninist ideology, which 
in the speech remained a major guidepost for his proposals. He was 
e.xpressing his abhorrence of the physical suffering, degradation, and 
death of loyal comrades, which had noticing to do with official dogma. 
And he also appeared to be circumspectly exonerating himself for 
not having done much to stop Stalin’s arbitrary rule.®® 

Tlie reports that have been written on more recent brainwashing 
in Hungary and China indicate the same intensive educational tech- 
niques.®® These studies describe a pattern of sleep and food depriva- 
tion, neglect of bodily disease (ranging from skin sores to gangrene) 


®“TIic speed) is published in an annotated edition by The New Leader under 
the title The Crimes of the Stalin Era, New York, 1956. 

®* See the general comments of Herbert McClosky and John E. Turner in their 
study of The Soviet Diclatonhip, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1960 182- 
183. 


Khrushchev in the late 19.30s did such a thorough job of liquidating nationalist 
tendencies in the Ukraine that in March 1939 Stalin rewarded him with full 
n»embership in the Politburo. 

In Stalin’s last years, he infrequently called even the Politburo into session. 
Khrushchev says [op. cit.. New Leader ed., 61] that because of this “we will 
understand how difhcult it was for any member of tlie Political Bureau to take a 
stand against one or another unjust or improper procedure. . . With reference 
to the Spurious charges, a few niontlis before Stalin's death, that several doctors 
had poisoned two leaders (Zhdanov and another) and tried to poison several 
others, Khrushcliev reported that Stalin passed out copies of the doctors’ confes- 
sions to members of the Politburo and, Khrushcliev commented to the Twentieth 
Party Congress [op. cit., 49-50]: “the case was so presented that no one could 
verify the facts on which the iinestigalion was based. There was no possibility 
of tiying to verify facts by contacting those who had made the confessions of 
guilt. We felt, however, that the case of the arrested doctors was questionable. 
We knew some of the.se people personally because they had once treated us. 
When we examined this ‘case’ after Stalin’s death we found it to be fabricated from 
beginning to end.*' Unless one assumes that evidence of Stalin’s actions did not 
cxi.st until Ins death (iitstead of being in suppressed e.xistence), it seems appro- 
priate to suggest that Khrusliehcv and others were quite naturally afraid to dis- 
cover the evidence. 


See Bobert Jay Liflon, Thought Heform and the Piychnlogy of Totalism: a 
Study of "Brainwashing in China, New York, W. W. Norton & Co., 1981, which 
is a most penetrating depth-analysis of the phenomenon. See also, for example, 
Edward Hunter, Brainwashing; The Story of the Men Who Defied It, New York, 
Farrar. Straus, & Cudahy, 1950, esp. ch. 8; and J. A. M. Meerloo, The Rape of the 
Mind, Cleveland and New York, The World PublLshing Company, 1956, esp. chs. 
9 and 4; Seymour M. Farber and Roger H. L. Wilson, eds., Control of the Mind, 
New York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1961. 
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and of physical discomfort, social isolation from fellow prisoners (phys- 
ical and psychic separation from them), physical and social depend- 
ence on captors and inquisitors, and degradation that at best can be 
only vaguely sensed by the uninitiated reader. The informers and 
confessants who are the end result of the process readily and even with 
apparent eagerness report publicly that they have betrayed their bud- 
dies and tlieir generous liberators (that is, captors), and above all that 
they themselves, the penitent from whose eyes the scales of innocence 
and guilt have been graciously removed to reveal true spontaneity 
and freedom, had been the blindest and guiltiest of all.^* 

We have now briefly considered inter alia the political behavior of 
hvo general categories of the physically deprived. In the first set, 
government made no appreciable effort to elicit or coerce either active 
or passive political participation. Government did not try— very hard 
at any rate— to induce political activity on the part of the conscientious 
objectors who were the subjects of the Minnesota experiments. It 
allowed them to dissent from the clearly majoritarian and clearly gov- 
ernmental decision to unite in the war effort against the enemies of all. 
Government did not attempt to make Japanese residents and citizens 


How ilu-j’ could he both blind and guilty remains a paradox as yet unresolved, 
perhaps not only h>' Marxism and Leninism but also by Cah’inism or Freudianism. 
Atul tile paradox has certainly not been resolved by Scientism or even science. 
Rousseau as a free-thinking Rationalist may ha\e wanted men to be forced 
to freedom and Stalin as an economic Scientist to liberate men from decadent, 
bourgeois social influences, but science is no more capable of this than is reason. 
Wlien self-styled rationalists and social scientists lia\’c tried to force things, the 
former for example in the French Revjjlulinn and the latter in the Russian and 


ntner (.oinnuinist Revolutious, tljoy have given indications of no more fundamental 
knoulcdgi’ of lunnan heha\ior than such prcinodcm philosophers as Plato and 
.\ristotlc. K\en their technical skill at coercion appears to amount only to mis- 
applied 1 h1m\ (oral science; else their success .at coercion would last longer than is 
evide nced 1)> the retractions of the confessors as soon as they are physically re- 
moved from llie coercive environment. If it is not too completely denying the 
p.iradox ot imiutent sin. one may say that the error (or the sin) of self-styled 
I atioiialisls or social scientists is the false notion that they have a complete under- 
standing of reality and therefore ( in a grand non se(juilur) can rightly compel 
a man to hcliave in accorrl.ance with their ■'ratioiral " or “scientific” understanding 
of reality. Ibis is not to suggest lli.it the category of tJiosc who coerce includes 
onlv rationalists and social scientists. But in the eighteenth and twentieth 
centuries coercion has been justified on rationalist and scientific grounds, and the 
pursuit of freedom lias been arrogated to tliemselves by elite groups on the same 
basically dogmatic grounds tliat have been used bv' elite groups that vv’ere frankly 
.inti-rationalist or anti-scientific and had no interest in freedom for anything but 
the itate. 
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in America take a loyal part in the war efifort. In fact the people and 
their government made it enormously difficult for them to do so. 
Government in Germany did not try very hard to make Jewish, Polish, 
and Russian concentration-camp internees develop a sense of affirma- 
tive participation in the war effort. 

In the second set government tried very hard. Those liigh-ranking 
party activists who were believed to have become disloyal to the 
Stalinist regime in the 1930s were subjected to intensive indoctrina- 
tion in prison— indoctrination that involved enormous expenditures of 
time and psychic energy on the part of the government through its 
agents, the secret police and tlie prison officials. Communications 
media of the period made vigorous efforts to establish popular loyalty 
to government by using the disloyal as examples of traitors who had 
rationally admitted their scientific errors (i.c., confessed their sin of 
dissent) and were now reshaped. Comparable efforts were made by 
government in China during the Korean War of 1950-1953, efforts 
directed at inducing active loyalty and participation among both the 
captured enemy and the Chinese public. 

The result, I am here asserting, was in both kinds of situation to 
induce not active or passive political participation but to induce po- 
litical apathy. And the chief reason I advance is tliat people in both 
circumstances were unavoidably so preoccupied with meeting their 
physical needs as to make political activity almost impossible, in any 
case quite improbable. 

What political participation is 

To clarify this argument, let me define two rather crucial terms— 
political participation and political apathy. The readier will then be 
able more readily to judge the sense or nonsense of the posited rela- 
tionship between physical deprivation and political action. Political 
participation is taking part in making the basic decisions as to what 
are the common goals of one’s society and as to the best ways to move 
towards these goals. Active political participation is the kind en- 
gaged in by the political elite— the people who are not <juite accurately 
called the decision makers (and implementers)— the lawmakers (and 
the administrators). Passive political participation is the kind engaged 
in by the general public-the people who read newspapers; occasion- 
ally talk politics with neighbors; attend political rallies and cheer can- 
didates, parties, or issues; and vote. 

"Active’’ and “passive” are clearly both qualitative and quantitative 
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distinctions. Abstractly they are analogous— and only analogous— to 
positive and negative charges (large or small) of electricity. Both are 
subsets of the same set. Both are necessary to the concept of political 
action, again only analogously, in the same sense that protons and 
electrons are necessary to tlie concept of the atom. The act of run- 
ning for governmental oflBce differs from that of voting for a candidate. 
The ordinary citizen is taking part in the process of making basic ends- 
and-means decisions for the members of the society, for all tlie people 
who are physically located within the boundaries of the state. So is 
the candidate. But the candidate differs from the voter in that he is 
responsible for articulating (i.e., giving coherent expression to) the 
publicly manifest needs of the members of the society and the public 
means appropriate for achieving their satisfaction. And the admini- 
strator of public policy (e.g., the head executive of a governmental 
bureau like the post office or the judge who administers justice under 
the constitutional and statutory laws of the society) also differs from 
the citizen in that he is the person who operates the agency which the 
ordinary member of tlie society from time to time uses for his own 
purposes— to send a message to a friend or to defend himself from the 
charge of doing a public uTong (committing a crime) or a private 
wrong (committing a tort). This role relationship between candi- 
date and voter, administrator and citizen represents a qualitative 
distinction. 

The degree of activity of both candidates and their supporters (or 
opponents) distinguishes people quantitatively. There are chiefs of 
state who are active, like Bismarck and Theodore Roosevelt; and 
rather inactive, like Hindenburg and Coolidge. There are administra- 
tors who are actis-c, like Harold Ickes and David Lilienthal during 
the New Deal in the i930s in America; and administrators who are in- 
acti\e, like most local postmasters. There are citizens who are active, 
like Wendell Phillips, the magnificent agitator for equality between 
black and i\hite and between employee and employer in nineteenth- 
ccntur\' America, or Susan B. Anthony, the W'omen’s suffragist. And 
there are citizens who are inactive, like almost ever>'one else, almost all 
the time sa\'e when there is an election. 

The distinction between activity and passi\'ity is, in part, that aris- 
ing from the role relationship, in which the elite are defined as those 
who present ends-and-means alternatives to the general public, who 
in turn choose among the \arious alternatives presented to them by 
the elite. But the distinction necessarily includes the degree of ac- 
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tivity. A citizen like Wendell Phillips, never really a part of any 
government, was manifestly active and manifestly presented a program 
that had policy content. On the issue of abolishing slavery the public 
ultimately exercised a choice in its support of emancipation (among 
other things) when it re-elected Lincoln almost two years after the 
Emancipation Proclamation and some thirty years after Phillips began 
to talk against slavery. 

The common characteristic of active and passive political partici- 
pants is their interaction, their attraction to one another. Again the 
analogy in physics of mutual attraction behveen electrons and protons 
is appropriate, as is the mutual attraction be^veen male and female in 
all species of plants and animals that are sexed. Indeed to speak of 
the attraction between male and female is in part tautological, because 
it is the attraction that partly establishes the distinction. 

The distinction between active and passive participants may be 
further clarified by distinguishing both kinds from people who are 
politically apathetic. These are the ones who are not involved, who 
neither care about taking part nor actually take part in making or 
implementing social decisions on ends and means. In abstract and 
admittedly crude terms, this incloses the category of people who never 
vote in any election in which they can make a choice, evince no in- 
terest in politics (as, e.g., by reading only the sports page of the news- 
paper), and live immediately and only for themselves. Saint Simeon 
Stylites, perched atop the sixty-foot pillar of stone where he spent most 
of his adult life, would be a good example were it not for the fact that 
from his perch he preached; made converts, some of whom also came 
to perch on pillars; and took part in church politics. A more clear-cut 
example is a hermit who has renounced society or the isolated Japa- 
nese soldier who lives by himself on an island in the Pacific, ten or 
more years after the war with the United States has ended. 

Since such relatively pure cases are rare and of micropolitical sig- 
nificance, we look for our everyday examples in ordinary societies. 
The everyday examples are those misery-laden people wJio form a 
manipulable “mass”-pliant or frangible in the hands of an elite and 
a general public. These apoliticals arc tlie electronic vacuum tubes 
and transistors, the cogs and levers, or the sterile soil under a nuclear 
explosion: they are used, things are done to them, their form is 
changed. But politically they never use others, never act, never change 
tliemselves. In the pure case, indeed, it is doubtful that they have 
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ever existed in more than minute numbers. In the real case, they are 
numbered in the millions. 

The body and politics 

After tliis statement of definitions, it should be clear why I posit 
a relationsliip between deprivation of physical needs and political 
apathy. The person who must concentrate all his energies merely on 
staying alive is in no position to concern himself actively or passively 
with policy decisions or tlieir implementation. He is, in otlier words, 
for all practical purposes apolitical. “Don,” the arcliitect and con- 
scientious objector in the Minnesota experiments, turned more and 
more inward as his chronic hunger persisted. He lost to a degree his 
ability to choose betv'een tlie “right” of not violating the dietary rules 
and tlie “wrong” of cheating on them. He wanted to get more food 
than tire others during the post-experimental rehabilitation period, and 
during this period he ate compulsively and gluttonously. He had lost 
interest in post-war social service abroad. He was to a disturbing 
degree amoral, asocial, and apolitical. He was not himself. 

Neither indeed were those who were purged in Eastern Europe in 
the 1930s to 1950s, or those who lost themselves in the utterly involun- 
tary, artificial!)’ brutalized society— or mass— in concentration camps. 
And a more sophisticated go\ ernmental and public opinion in America 
and elsewhere lias adopted a more charitable and realistic view of 
prisoners in the Korean W’ar. These captives, with an absence of free 
choice that is almost incomprehensible to most people in the prosper- 
ous, free W'estern world, expressed the views of their captors and be- 
came their pliant, shattered instruments, casuallv wired together for 
a useful moment and then discarded. 

IIowe\'er, for a large portion of the world s inhabitants, existence is 
so marginal that the capacity for exercising discretionar)' judgment in 
politics, for making deliberate clioices, is se\crely limited by the sheer 
necessit)- of sta>'ing a!i\e. Far from ha\ ing a standard of living, these 
people are alert only to the cruder index of survival a task that quite 
preoccupies their dai light hours and. in the cold of winter, the dark 
hours when they should be asleep. 

The chart that follows can gi^■e some crude indication why, for 
example, political acHvih- in Peru has been confined to the elite and 
in Sweden is popularly widespread. 

In his study of Political Lipset makes a persuasive case for 

relating the stage of economic development in various countries to 
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Calorie and Protein Consumption in Selected Countries 



Calories 

per 

Person 
per Day 

Required 

Calories 

per 

Person 
per Day 

Actual 

as 

Percent 

of 

Required 

Protein 

per 

Person 
per Year 
(1947-1948) 

Index of 
Protein 
Consump- 
tion 

(Switzer- 
land = 100) 

I. Countries with inadequate diets 
Peru 2080 

2540 

-18.1 

120.3 

22 

Tanganyika 

1980 

2420 

-18.2 



India 

1850 

2250 

-17.8 

102.8 

SO 

Pakistan 

2180 

2.300 

-5.2 



Egypt 

2380 

2390 

-0.4 

196.0 

30 

Union of 

South Africa 

2050 

2400 

-f 10.4 

287.2 

52 

II. Countries with adequate diets 
Sweden 2d80 

2840 

+ 10.5 

090.0 

120 

Netherlands 

2010 

2030 

+ 10.0 

402.4 

73 

U.S.S.R. 

3020 

2710 

+ 11.4 



Switzerland 

8075 

2720 

+ 13.1 

549.0 

100 

United States 

3070 

2040 

+ 10.3 

010.8 

HI 

New Zealand 

3310 

2070 

+ 23.8 

003.8 

121 


Calorie data are from United Nations, Report on the World >SoCTa/ Situalion, New York, 
United Nations, 1957, 01. Protein data are from \V. S. Woytiiisky and E. S. Woytiiisky, 
World Population & Production: Tremls <£■ Outlook, New York, Twcntletli Century Futui, 
1053, 29*-293. (The Woytin-skys are not to he charged with the Index of Protein Con- 
sumption, whifli I independently coiDputc<l from the Woytinsky table. The protein 
consumption per jK-rson per year represents the sum of a serias of items in Woytinsky, in- 
cluding meat, milk and chec-so, eggs, fish, puLses (l>enns, ixjas, lentils), and nuts.) 


the degree of democratization.” The indexes in the table are meant 
to suggest an earlier stage, that of pre- and protopoliticization of a 
society, that is, the stage before or during the first establishment of a 
political community. There must be relatively adequate food in a 
country before it can develop a general public, a broad group that is 


** Seymour Martin Lipset, Political Man: the Social Bases of Politics, Garden City, 
N. Y., Doubleday & Co., 1960, ch. 2, Economic Development and Democracy! 
Note also his article, Some Social Requisites of Democracy; Economic Develop- 
ment and Political Legitimacy, American Political Science Review, 53: 69-105 
(1950). Economically developed but undemocratic nations like Germany and 
Japan before the Second World War limit the posited relationship, indicating non- 
ecooomic factors are also relevant. 
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more than an unrelated agglomeration of people living within certain 
territorial boundaries. Before there can be government that in any 
real way interacts with the general public, there must be some sig- 
nificant kind of national consciousness, some sense of national com- 
munity. A person who is compelled (or believes he is compelled) to 
focus his attention on the primitive production and consumption of 
food is not likely to know or— if he knows— to care about any commu- 
nity beyond his own little village. Long before tliere can be re- 
sponsible or irresponsible popular government, long before the ques- 
tion of dictatorship or democracy can be taken up, the problem of 
survival must be solved so that a political community itself can de- 
velop, so that people can divert some of their attention to politics. 

Just when tlus stage occurs cannot yet be determined, except post 
hoc.^“ From the table, it is reasonable to suggest that a political com- 
munity does not yet exist in Peru and that any revolution there in, 
let us say, the 1960s is far more likely to be a contest between elites 
than one in which tlie elites are competing for and relying on broad 
popular support. 

To put tliis discussion in perspective, we can now briefly mention 
matters of style, of political means as they are employed in a society 
that has rather limited government and a real constitution of sorts 
(India) and in a society tliat has a less limited government and not a 
very real sort of constitution (the Soviet Union). This brief discussion 
will serve only to indicate what this chapter is mainly not concerned 
with ( style— tlie kind of participation ) and what it is mainly concerned 
with (the existence or nonexistence of participation). To the extent 
that deprivation of physical needs makes for politics tliat is abnormal 
in the West European or American sense, this chapter is relevant to 
extreme political action in times of crisis in constitutional democra- 
cies and to political action and inaction in countries where people are 
chronically threatened with physical deprivation. 

India raises a question about the relationship between physical 
needs of its people, which are very inadequately met, and a sense of 
national community and the form of government. By a monistic read- 
ing of tile posited relationsliip, India should scarcely be a national 
community and surely nothing like the democracy which its free elec- 
tions suggest it is. Surely the beginnings of a national community are 

30 This indetenninacy need not Iw considered appalling when we recall that 
public opinion polls in a higlily developed democracy cannot yet predict the out- 
come of a close election and that economic statistics cannot yet precisely predict 
economic cycles. 
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in evidence and surely people exercise some political choice. But it 
seems most appropriate to say that there is substantial one-party rule 
that there is not indeed a totalitarian state but something which may 
be called a consitutional oligarchy. The reasons for India’s not being 
totalitarian like China are in part traceable to the different back- 
grounds of the two governing classes. India’s elite has been trained 
in English political traditions, whereas China’s has learned its political 
skills in the Soviet Union, the unacknowledged cliild of Russian autoc- 
racy. As far as popular preference is concerned— as far as the dif- 
ference between the people being passive participants rather than 
apathetics-it appears very likely Uiat tlie largely nonparticipant popu- 
lations of both India and China would have accepted either totali- 
tarian or constitutional leadership. 

The Soviet Union presents an opposite question. Why should a 
country that is probably as well fed as the Netherlands and is increas- 
ingly able to satisfy the physical needs of the populace not be a 
democracy? Social scientists are able to provide profuse and per- 
suasive arguments for the fact that it is not. The more precisely rele- 
vant question at this point is whether the dictatorship will continue to 
persist for an indefinite time period. The death of Stalin in 1953 was 
followed rather quickly by considerable rela.\ation of the most severe 
sanctions, in a society that for most of a century had been carefully 
watched and controlled by secret police responsible to an irresponsible 
oligarchy. First may come pressures from lower ranks of the elite to 
relax sanctions further. Then popular pressures for further rela.xation 
of both the enforced austerity and the watchfulness of the police may 
develop, more openly than they have in Russia at any time since be- 
fore the 1861 emancipation of serfs. The effect of economic better- 
ment should therefore be to free people increasingly from economic 

preoccupaUons and to give them time and inclination to consider their 
political condition. 


If this theoretical analysis makes sense, the consequences of failure 
and success to meet the pervasive and enduring physical needs remain 
relevant to a discussion of political behavior in both poor and pros- 
perous countries. The problems of political behavior under such dif- 
ferent circumstances get more detailed treatment in later chapters. 
We should now turn our attention to the relaUonship between other 
basic needs and political behavior. 


Among these other needs we do not consider security until after 
the others. And then it is the subject of an entire chapter. This is 
because security, as I have already indicated, does not appear to be 



30 


Human nature in politics 

in the same category with die other needs which are pursued for their 
own sake and also because the political portent of personal security 
and insecurity is so enormous. This leaves us with three odier basic 
needs which do appear to be pursued by normal human beings every- 
where and for the inherent enjoyment which the pursuit and satisfac- 
tion of these needs involves. These three are the social needs, the 
need for self-esteem or self-respect, and the need for self-realization or 
-actualization. As we shall see, the pursuit and the satisfaction of 
each of these has political portent. 



CHAPTER 2 


Social and 
individual nature 


The social needs 

The social needs are those that arise from the deep desire people have 
to get together, be together, and stay together. Various manifesta- 
tions of this urge have been analyzed and emphasized by pliilosophers, 
moral and religious leaders, sociologists, and psychologists since the 
time that man started to take a close look at himself. When he used 
the phrase “tenderness of her love” to describe the feeling of a wife 
for her husband, Plato was describing two kinds of affection: fondness 
and sexual desire. When he wrote about love ' in his first letter to 
some followers in Corinth, the Apostle Paul said we are nothing if we 
lack charity, the ability to do unto others as we would have them do 
unto us, which was the central exhortation of Jesus. When Aristotle 
described man as zoon politikon, which may most appropriately be 
translated as “social animal with some political interests,” he was em- 
phasizing the broad social relationships between a person and mem- 
bers of the community at large, the polity. Each of these conceptuali- 

‘ There are at least four Greek words which signify different connotations of the 
English word love: philla, meaning friendly love, affectionate regard, tenderness; 
philotea, meaning friendship, love, affection; eros, meaning basically sexual love 
or physical desire (hut not simple lust, which is epithymia or lagnela); and 
agape, meaning altruism or charity, "Christian” love. Plato's phrase here quoted 
Is "philia ... ton erola” and Paul's, as paraphrased, "agapen de me cklio. ouden 
eimi.” (Plato, Symposium. 179C (W. R. M. Lamb, Iransl.), London, William 
Helnemann Ltd., 1925, vol. 5, 104; and The New Testament, I Cor. 13-2— C 
Tischendorf, ed., Nov«m Tesfomen/um Crflccc, Lipsiae (Leipzig) J D Hinrichs 
1877, 772.] 
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zations is different from the other and each presupposes a common 
human desire. 

The organic origins and loci of this desire have not yet been fixed. 
It is clear only that it e.xists and apparently is so fundamental to 
human beings (not to mention other species) that complete depriva- 
tion of it makes human behavior uncharacteristic, utterly abnormal. 
Freud described its essence as being the sexual urge, the desire of one 
sexual partner for another, but at one point ® described the phenome- 
non so broadly as to make it include tlie tenderness, sex, and altruism 
connotations of the English word love. Until further research sheds 
more light on its origin, we must remain content and discontent with 
tile notion that it is in a very complicated way located in tlie central 
ner\'ous system, as this system is influenced by stimuli from both in- 
side and outside the human organism.* This desire is one of the most 
basic and durable ones, not because it is so much discussed but be- 
cause the e\ddence is so overwhelming that people cannot live alone, 
that they indeed are social animals. It is not simply that society could 
not exist but for this strong drive: man himself could not do so.* 

1 hope it is not belaboring a point already emphasized to suggest 
once more that these social needs appear to be neither prior to nor 


2 Sigmund Freud, Group Psychology and the Anabjsis of the Ego, London, The 
ilogartli Press, 1922, 37-^0. 

3 See M. F. A. Montague, The Origin .ind Nature of Social Life and the Biological 
Basis of Cooperation, Journal of Social Psychology, 29? 267-283 (1949); \V. C. 
Alice, Animal Agrregatinns, Chicago, University- of Chicago Press, 1931, ch. 19, 
Animal Aggrc*gation.s and Social Life, and Alice, Cooperation among Animals, New 
Tiork, Henry Sclmnnan. 1951. In an intriguing report based on the study of ants, 
T. C. Schnicrla, Problems in the Biopsy'chology of Social Organization, Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 41: 385-102 (1946), uses the tenn “trophal- 
laxis’ to designate “biological factors contributing to the facilitation of primary 
intcr-indi\ idtial stinmlali\c relationships.” In a more restricted sense, the term 
was used carli( r. [Alleo. Animal Aggregations, 338.] Alice did not claim discov- 
ery of the term or the basic proiw-sition. But we still lack adequate knowledge 
of where tire cl. sire to get together, be together, and stay together rests in the 
orcaiiisin. 


Ihe reader is warned not to become so enamored of love as to shove other needs 
out of the organism and explain nil behavior in terms of love’s presence or absence. 
Like all monistic analyses, that one is easy on the mind and unfair to both Homo 
sapiens and his culture, however plausible it may be in societies where almost 
ex cry one’s physical needs are satisfied. In the Second World War it was not only 
trophalloxis that bc.at tlie A.\is. The desire to siuvive, and to surx-ive with certain 
conditions protected, was also invob ed. 
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simultaneous with the physical needs, but rather that the social needs 
usually are subsequent to the physical. We have already noted tlie 
way “Don " the participant in the Minnesota starvation experiments, 
withdrew from others when his physical hunger came to dominate his 
life. We know that concentration camp inmates and prisoners sub- 
jected to severe physical deprivation in the brainwashing process be- 
came concerned with physical survival of themselves, usually quite 
regardless of the harm they did to others in order to survive. And we 
have some evidence tliat unemployment when persistent can change a 
coherent social group into a hungry, amorphous agglomerate. 

Conversely, activation of the physical needs may intensify group 
feeling— activate the “subsequent” need to get, be, and stay togetlier. 
Such events as wars, the threat of wars, economic crises, and disasters 
seem, more often than not, to enhance solidarity in groups ranging 
from the nuclear family to the national community (even allied na- 
tions in wartime). This enhanced solidarity, however, appears to be 
a reaction that occurs when the physical tlireat is not immediately 
severe to the individual * or, if severe, has passed its peak. There was 
a heightened sense of community in the United States and in Germany 
during the Great Depression of 1929-1939, after some sense had 
emerged that the problems of physical survival were manageable. 
There was a heightened sense of community in the U.S.S.R. after the 
German invasion of June 1941 and in the United States after tlie Japa- 
nese attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941. The same phenome- 
non occurred following the Halifax disaster in December 1917.“ 

It is evident that the retrogression to behavior whose prime moti- 
vation is sheer individual survival is a less pennanent change tlian 
one might suppose. Concentration camp inmates began their return 
to normal social relationships as soon as they were rescued. And so 


A series of laboratory experiments indicates that the threat of an electric shock 

or a hypodermic injection of glucose or the actual deprivation of food for about 

a day heigljtcned the desire of the student-subjects to be together. [Stanley 

Schachter, The Psychology of Affiliation, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 
1959«] * 


See Samuel H. Prince, Catastrophe and Social Change, Columbia University 
Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, vol. 94, no. 1, 1920, 47-48. But 
nolo also tliat “the citizens of Halifax were almost entirely oblivious to the prog- 
ress of the war and other matters of world interest, for many days after the dis- 
aster." [Ibid., 77.1 On the effect of sleep deprivation on group solidarity in the 
army in combat zones, sec A. M. Rose, Social Psychological Effects of Physical 
Deprivation, Journal of Health and Human Behavior, 1: 285-289 (1900) 
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did those Westerners brainwashed in China.^ To explain both the 
mental regression and recovery on habit or on social conditioning— 
quite apart from any organic tendencies— scarcely seems adequate. If 
the physical needs were not operating when a person entered a con- 
centration camp, death rather than survival should have been the 
universal consequence of such a profoundly shocking change in the 
environment. If the social needs did not re-emerge upon release from 
the camps, the traumatic conditioning to activity concerned with sur- 
vival should have kept the liberated ones in tlie Hobbesian condi- 
tion far longer than it did. 

Nevertheless, political action would be as impossible without the 
need of people to get, be, and stay together as it would without prior, 
continuous, and more than minimal satisfaction of the physical needs. 
Satisfaction of the physical needs is a condition precedent for politics; 
existence of the social needs is both a condition precedent and a con- 
dition concurrent. People become involved in public affairs both be- 
cause some of their social needs have been otherwise met and because 
they find some inherent social satisfaction in political involvement. 

Some satisfaction of the social needs in other than political ways is 
thus probably necessary to make it possible for people to take part 
in the process of deciding what are the common goals of their society 
and how best to achieve them. People who are so lonely, so bereft 
of liuman contact, tliat they are preoccupied with meeting this par- 
ticular need will probably have to meet it first by the simple process 
of associating with others in nonpolitical groups. And before they can 
do even this, people must have acquired a minimal sense of belonging 
in tlie family itself. At the other end, logically speaking, people break 
apart-clisafiiliate-wlien they engage in political contests. They do 
lliis for a variety of reasons, not all of tliem social. But as long as they 
arc engaged, the social need is involved, its sign having changed from 
positive to negative. 


■ “Reco\cn' of normal behavior ran parallel with impro^•ement of bodily health 
and was often surprisingly rapid, leaving only a feeling akin to that of having had 
a I)ad dream.” [F. M. Lipscomb. German Concentration Camps: Diseases En- 
countered at Bclsen, in H. L. Tidy and J. M. B. Kutschbach. eds., Inter-Allied 
Conferences on Medicine, London, Staples Press, Ltd., 1947, 462—465 at 464.] 
On the more enduring though impermanent changes among Westerners brain- 
washed in Communist China, see Robert Jay Lifton, Thought Reform and the 
rsychologv of TotaUsm, New York, W. W. Norton & Co., 1961. Lifton concludes 
that only one of the twenty-Evc Westerners he mter\'iewed was "a truly successful 
con\-ert.” [Ibid., 237.1 
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The family, the progenitor of all other social units,® is in many ways 
more significant politically than such readily recognizable political 
groupings as business, labor, and farm pressure groups-and political 
parties themselves. If an individual does not develop, within the fam- 
ily, the sense of belonging, dignity, and indeed individuality, which 
are necessary for him to become a relatively autonomous and unique 
person, he is more likely to end up a complete social isolate than a 
participant in anything. 

We will reserve for full discussion in a separate chapter the ways 
in which the family and other face-to-face groups form the political 
attitudes and behavior of the individual. The relevant point here is 
that the family, whether nuclear or extended, is necessary for the 
individual to become social and therefore political: that is, the family 
is a major determinant not only for tlie style in wliich a person be- 
comes politically involved, but also for the involvement as such. A 
person who has not achieved the basic sense of both belonging and of 
being an individual will be even less able to take part in making po- 
litical decisions than an isolated farmer in the vastness of the Great 
Plains of western United States, because such a creature will not be 
either social or individual. Only in the biological and not psycho- 
logical sense will he be even a human being.® 

It follows logically, from the definition given earlier of political 
participation, and psychologically, as indicated in the paragraph im- 
mediately above, that we can, by and large, exclude from the cate- 
gory of participants those people whose family life is relatively non- 
existent as a result of parental death and orphaned upbringing and 
those whom totalitarian governments seek to raise in state orphanages 
altogether away from their natural or adopted parents. The dreams 
of such governments to raise a new generation of true servants of the 
state are probably impossible to realize except on a very small scale. 
The products of such a regimen are deliberately made into political 

“ By this I do not mean to imply any necessary relationship between the role 
structure (the pattern of Interpersonal relationships) within a family in a particular 
culture and the role structure in other groups, even though the pattern of parent- 
child relationships probably does have some influence on the structure of other 
groups. (Note that Aristotle depreciates the frequent failure to recognize a 
qualitative distinction between the family and other communilies-and then, like 
Hobbes after him, proceeds to make the stale an organism of which individuals 
are members, like feet or hands.) (Aristotle, Politics. Dk. I (H. Rackham transl.) 
London, William Heinemann Ltd., 1932, 3-13.) ’ 

® Evidence for this broad assertion is discussed in Chapter 5. 
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apathetics, nonparticipants, the useful vacuum tubes we have already 
mentioned. However active they may be in serving public policy— 
and the governments demand an active compliance from their sub- 
jects— they have nothing to do with making it. 

The growth of agrarian political activity in late nineteenth-century 
America illustrates the relationship between nonfamilial but still rather 
archetypical social activity and political involvement Isolated farm 
families were confronted with the personally devastating economic 
consequences of crop surpluses, declining commodity prices, a steadily 
deflating currency, and debt. Before they finally were able to take 
effective political action, they took joint social action through the 
Granges (which specifically disavow^ politics) in the form of eco- 
nomic boycotts, purchasing and marketing cooperatives, and the ex- 
change of technical information on how best to raise crops and man- 
age the business aspects of farming. 

Before tliey did this, farmers simply got together, in the company 
that misery loves. If we can credit careful historians of agrarianism, 
the first get-togetliers were scarcely political at all. They held picnics 
and rallies to which whole families came, often with box lunches for 
all-day socializing.*® Only when they had thus developed a commu- 
nity sense— become a social group rather than a mere scattered rural 
population-did they turn their minds to the political possibilities of 
solving problems that hitherto had been common to all individuals 
but not communal, subjectively private but not consciously pubhc. 
Lest the importance of this socializing process be minimized, be it 
remembered that it took Uie better part of a full generation-from the 
1860s to the lS90s-for farmers to develop the degree of political or- 
ganization tliat was cohesive, articulate, and powerful enough to make 
their demands a matter of major worry to the national political parties. 
This of course does not mean that the formation of a group was the 
only factor j)roducing tlie farm bloc; socializing was a necessary but 
not sufficient cause for political action. 

One manifestation of the social needs is of such enormous political 
portent as to require special comment at this point. It is the phe- 
nomenon of identification. Freud, who was probably the first to con- 
sider it systematically, ti'aced its origins to the relationship of tlie child 
to his mother. A cliild from infancy leaned towards his mother in the 
process of childhood dependence. His leaning grew to love— as Freud 

10 John D. Hicks, The Populist Revolt, Minneapolis. University of Minnesota Press, 
1931, ch. 5, Alliance Activities, esp. 128-141. 
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called it, genital love-and then the growing child developed a sense 
of rivalry towards his father, whose relationships with his mother the 
child unconsciously wanted to assume. So his love toward his mother 
and his love and envy of his father combined to establish fundamen- 
tal emotional patterns within the family that became rather permanent 

prototypes for broader relationsliips with the other people, that is, 
with society.^’' 

We do not have to accept altogether the sexual etiology to recog- 
nize the great significance of identification and of the particular, very 
intricate, and complicated ways in which enduring patterns of iden- 
tification are established in childhood. People do identify with others 
in a very intimate way, however conscious or unconscious they are 
of doing so, and the process has tremendous political consequences. 
Identification occurs both positively and negatively; individuals be- 
come emotionally bound up with other individuals as objects of either 
love or hatred or-more likely tlian eitlier-as individual objects of 
both love and hatred. We are botli attracted to and repelled by the 
same person, even though we seldom are willing to face tliis aspect 
of reality, partly because it is likely to mean we are to ourselves both 
attractive and repellent. 

The phenomenon of identification is the tendency of an individual 
(A) to put himself in another’s (B’s) place or, more exactly, mentally 
to be that other person and to defend or attack B as though B were 
A. One archetype of this phenomenon is the tendency common to 
mothers, and even sometimes fathers, to smile and laugh with sheer 
joy when their child does likewise for the first time (and thereafter). 
Another example— more archetypical— is the tendency of the child to 
smile and laugh as a mere uneducated infant when those big people, 
whom he comes to know and puzzle over as his parents, in a similarly 
uneducated manner smile and laugh. The here-relevant characteristic 
of this interaction is precisely that it is spontaneous, uneducated, and 
natural. 

And so is the reaction, more truly the interaction, in which indi- 
vidual members of an audience watching a motion picture so com- 
pletely identify with the characters on tlie screen that they as indi- 
viduals rejoice at the success of others with whom tliey affirmatively 
identify and show sorrow, anger, and contempt at the success of others 
with whom they negatively identify. People who read books are 

For a lucid and indeed authentic statement of the Freudian i>osition, see Sig- 
mund Freud, Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego. London. The Ho- 
gdrth Press, 1922, ch. 7, Identification. 
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amused at the antics of the legendary cowboy in the movie theater 
who yells “Give him hell” to the hero and shoots his gun in the direc- 
tion of the villain on the screen. But the reaction (or interaction) of 
the more sophisticated who so subtly understand the profound and 
tragic condict that faced Hamlet or Macbeth or Faust or Rubashov 
differs in being subtle, not in the tendency to identify. It is the 
adjective, not the noun, that here distinguishes the cowboy from the 
intellectual. 

In the theater a further identification process goes on. A, the 
observer-participant sitting in the audience, is identifying not only 
witli Bi and B2, the hero and the villain of the drama, but also with 
Ao, A3, through A„-the other members of the audience. He tends to 
be pleased and displeased when A2,..„ are so too, and not to be dis- 
pleased and pleased when they are not displeased and pleased. His 
reaction to the drama gets its emotional tone from those who are 
watcliing it with him. If the others Uke the show, he will applaud 
with them; if thej' like it and he does not, he is apt to remain silent 
or be very quiet in showing his disapproval, in part because he wants 
— needs-to be and go with and finds it very lonesome to be 

and go against them. And if he does go against tliem, he consciously 
or unconsciously will tend to seek support for his views from members 
ot a different audience, one whose taste and discrimination are su- 
perior to that of the audience present, that is, another group of peo- 
ple who are like him. This identification phenomenon does not of 
course appl\- only to the sophisticated. The cowboy who may be 
laughud at for shooting the screen \illain will take refuge, get emo- 
tional suppmt, by reminding himself that other good co^^'boys (ones 
like himself) would have done the same thing. 

This conflict in identifications-and conflict between identification 
and what tlie individual in his own mind regards as good or evil-is 
one of the most profound and enduring tliat man is confronted with, 
staitmg ^^■hcn he first realizes that he wants to be with others (to 
merge the self with the other) and to be himself (to distinguish the 
self fiom the otlier). Indeed, the conflict starts earlier than does the 
rcahza ion of its c.xistence: it begins with the child who .sometimes 
depends on the love of his parents and others, and who at other times 
wants to be free from smothering parental affection, frustrating pa- 

>=Bath and "motion picture.” I do not mean to imply anything 

uniquely spurious or illcgiliinate about movic.s. Neither ••Ilollvy-ood” nor “Broad- 
Nsay has a monopoly on the auUientic or the phony, but the usage of "legitimate” 

IS old. indeed effete, enough to be venerated without affect ^ 
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rental moral admonition, and the active concern for his welfare on 
the part of other people— including society— who often demand con- 
formity and affection as the price for this concern. He need not 
know that he must be both together and alone: he feels it. 

Projection is one kind of identification that occurs beUveen one in- 
dividual and others.*^ Although in its most common Freudian usage, 
projection has been employed to explain neurosis, mild mental abnor- 
mality or illness, it is also useful to explain behavior that is quite 
common (normal), however unhealthy it might be for the individual 
who projects. A little girl who in play wants to wear the adult-styled 
and -sized dresses and high-heeled shoes that she extracts from her 
mothers wardrobe is identifying witli her mother. She is also iden- 
tifying with her mother when she punishes (with words or hands) a 
little doll that has in fantasy wet her doll crib. When, close to dinner 
time, the little girl reports that her doll is hungry, she is projecting 
into the doll her own desire to eat. When a somewhat older boy 
watching a wild west movie says ‘’bang-bang" as the hero is threat- 
ened by the villain, he is identifying. When the boy indicates anger 
at that bad cowboy who was mean to that poor Indian, he may be 
not only identifying with the Indian but also projecting, as a conse- 
quence of being punished for making nasty comments about that dark- 
skinned man who came to the door yesterday. The child (A) imputes 
to the cowboy (B) lus own (As) prejudice and punishes D because A 
got punished. The girl who reports that her doll is hungry is making 
an affirmative projection— the girl wants to eat. The boy who gets 
angry with the bad cowboy is making a negative projection— the boy 
does not want to be punished and is displacing onto the cowboy the 
racial prejudice he does not want to face in himself.’* 

” Like identification, projection is a term and phenomenon that Freud gave cur- 
rency to, but projection was given more emphasis by his daughter Anna in the 
searching analysis she did of The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defence. New York, 
International Universities Press, 1946. (The volume first appeared in German 
in 1936 when her father was eighty years old, tliree years before he died.) I 
claim neither Freudian orthodoxy nor unorthodoxy in my analysis of projection or 
sny other mental process. 

’* For an extended consideration of projection, sec A. Freud, op. cit., especially 
ch. 9, Identification with the Aggressor, and ch. 10, A Form of Altruism. The il- 
lustrative cases of tl)e hungry girl and the prejudiced boy are far too complicated 
h> be adequately explained in terms of identification and projection. For ex- 
®niple, tile girl may have had a compulsive desire to eat because of a history of 
chronic infantile hunger; the boy may have been severely beaten by a swarthy 
playmate at school. My present purpose is not to analyze holistically the children 
but to isolate conceptually llie two psychic processes under consideration. 
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Now let us briefly revert to our farmers in America in the late nine- 
teenth century, a group whose political movement has with gross over- 
simplification been called populism. We got tliem togetlier witli the 
help of the social needs. Or more exactly, theij got together, in part 
because of their natural social need. Now let us for a moment con- 
sider how they identified and projected. 

When they got together, farmers felt that they were with their own 
kind of people and that these were-as Jefferson had said-Gods 
chosen people, who since the burgeoning of industries and cities no 
longer enjoyed universal public acceptance as the elect of Jefferson 
and of God. They felt a kind of kinsliip not merely in being togetlier 
with other members of the human race but also in being with other 
people who were like themselves and different from those others, tlie 
bad ones. Farmers were looked upon as oafs, bumpkins (or was it 
pumpkins?), maladroit and uncoordinated musclemen who were not 
quite so clumsy at hopping from one clod to another as they were at 
expressing tlieir grievances in speech and writing. Before being able 
to attack tliis image of themselves, which seems to have been clearly 
tlie dominant one in the cities, among ordinary citizens and elitists 
alike, farmers had to build an image which in their own minds 
indicated they were significant and intelligent people. They were able 
to do this by a process of enlarging their world in the same way that 
an> one does who sees a movie or a play or reads a newspaper or a 
book. At their get-togethers they were told that they were their own 
best friends, perliaps their only true friends, and that they had com- 
mon enemies. The>- heard these things from spokesmen whose back- 
grounds were no more t>pica]Iy rural than their education but who 
had passionately adopted the farmers’ interests as their own.»° 


y- It is only since the 1930s that written and spoken jokes about stupid and clumsy 
l.irmcrs appear to have lost their currency and respectability in America. 

•James B. Weaver, iJic Populist candidate for the Presidency in 1892, graduated 
fro.n aw school at the age of 21 and practiced law in Iowa before and after the 

n,?' ) [rlV'T * "" brevetted rank of brigadier general. [Hicks. 

oi . cit., 1G4.) Ignatius Donnelly moved from Pennsylvania as a young man to 

Mmucsol.!, where ho practiced law, ran for public office (serving three terms in 
Congiess) and became successful as an orator and writer rather than as a 
armor. [IhuL, ICv—lGS.] Thomas E. Watson of Georgia, a poor farm boy, by 
ns own grea early efforts eft the soil to become a school teacher. lawyer, and 
kgi.Iator. [Ibid 1,6-17;.] Pitchfork" Ben Tillman of Soutli CaroUna was the 
son of a slaveholding but socially marginal planter; he was given a 400-acre farm 
by his enlerpnsang mother shortly after the Cix-il War. [Ibid., 143-144.1 Senator 
\\ ilham A. I offer of Kansas started as a school teacher and farmer but by the 
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When fanners identified with each other, they were doing so on 
the realistic basis of common interest. They were poor and the vic- 
tims of a political system still pretty largely beyond their control. 
Their spokesmen were aiding in the establishment of this nonrational 
sense of identification. It was quite rational to establish this, because 
without such a sense of common interest their political action would 
have been fragmentary, individual, and a failure. When farmers iden- 
tified with their leaders as men of vigor, determination, and courage, 
they were also socializing in a way that was relevant to their common 
purpose. When, however, they made their leaders into heroes— and 
therefore tliemselves into heroes— their identification witli tlie leaders 
lost contact with reality in the sense that neither farmers nor their 
leaders were probably any more or less heroic than anyone else would 
be under comparable circumstances of victimization by “bad guys.” 
When this step was reached, life became like the movies. The farm- 
ers in their own minds embodied all the essential virtues and their 
political opponents all the significant vices. In their minds, life in the 
open country became, as Jefferson had seen it, the good life, and life 
in the cramped, fetid city became evil— save perhaps for tlie down- 
trodden in the cities who were also exploited by the bad guys. And 
these downtrodden were more likely than not farm-raised young peo- 
ple whom circumstances (the “interests”) had forced into cities and 
sin. 

We can get some clue as to the jirojections which people, including 
farmers, were making in late nineteenth-century America from a novel 
written by Ignatius Donnelly, one of the most articulate and revered 
of the populists. Caesars Co/umn, of wliich over 260,000 copies liad 
been printed when tlie total population of the United States was about 
85.4 million,^^ presents a picture of Victorian innocence and innocents 

of about thirty-five was occupied mainly with practicing law and then editing 
a local paper before ho entered politics. [Ibid., 179-180.] And William Jen- 
nings Bryan apparently never bid hands on a plow or pitclifork^ save as a political 
campaigner. After attending college and law school he went straight into law and 
politics. [M. R. Werner, Bryan, New York, Harcourt, Brace 6c Co., 1929, is a full 
and fair-minded biography.] This is no criticism of these agrarian leaders. Had 
they really worked in the land, they could hardly have become such articulate 
and efiectivc farm spokesmen, any more than a person who is racked by a chronic 
illness can practice medicine. Nor is it a criticism of farmers, whose attachment 
to their leaders was as natural as that of a patient to his doctor. 

First published in 1890, 260,000 copies of this book were printed by 1906. 
The 1906 total population of the United Slates was 85.4 million. Comparable 
1960 publication would amount to 550,000 copies, given a total population of 180 
million. 
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betrayed and used by a small group of dark and cunning men who 
led a life of fulfillment in New York, with an abominable, titillating, 
intriguing indulgence in sex, money, and power. The degraded popu- 
lace rises in a proletarian revolt, destroys this oligarchy, and then falls 
prey to the leader, a new Caesar as vicious as the destroyed oligarchs. 
The most powerful of the oligarchs, a Jew, when mortally wounded, 
pays a rough fellow $100,000 to finish him off. Tlie good, ordinary 
people, defeated and “Semitized” by men of great talent,^® now fall 
prey to the canaille and are faced with anarchy, chaos, and despair. 
The heroes are valiant: they battle without stint to exhaustion and 
defeat; the vicious villains, whether of the elite or the mob, are of 
course not valiant but implacable. The new hope is a small emigre 

society in Africa, with a wall thirty feet high to keep the outside world 
out. 

The content of this novel and its very wide readership suggest— and 
only suggest-that popular beliefs of the time included a sense of self- 
righteousness and of tlie righteousness of innocence. The writing re- 
flects a simple polarity not just beUveen abstract good and abstract evil, 
but between real people of perfect virtue and perfect iniquity. The 
novel and its popularity also suggest, but do not conclusively demon- 
strate, that adherents of populism had a secret yearning for the enjoy- 
ment of illicit sex, money, and power. If tliis indeed was so, adherents 
of populism were projecting impulses wliich tliey consciously recog- 
nized as being wrongful but which they nonetlieless unconsciously held. 
They were transporting the content of their own mental barnyards to 
the cities and throwing it at the dark and dangerous men who were 
lurking there. And yet this occasionaUy lascivious book has an en- 
gaging, fresh air of affection and of faith that social harmony can be 
readilj' realized. 

In tlie twentieth century, projection appears to operate rather often 
in international politics. Hitler and the Nazis became quite innocent 
about announcing the aggressive tendencies of (actuaUy irresolute) 
France in the Rhineland before moi'ing in German troops, and about 
the threat that the “so-called” free city of Danzig constituted for Ger- 
many before Danzig was absorbed. It was not hard to predict the 
take-over of Gzechoslovakia after Nazis called to public attention the 
depredations against Sudeten Germans by Czechoslovakia. Otlier, 
more anibiialent cases; the Soviet charge in 1961 that the United’ 


Oil tlic anti-Semitism 
From Brrjan to F. D. /?,, 


of populism, see Ricliard Ilofsladter, The Age of Reform: 
New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1955, 77-81. 
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States was planning nuclear tests, whereupon the Soviet Union went 
ahead with a series of tests; the Chinese charge that India was ag- 
gressing against China in 1959, whereupon China crossed into terri- 
tory on the border behveen Tibet and India that had long been at 
least passively recognized by China as Indian; the reciprocal charges 
of aggressive intent by India and Pakistan with respect to the Kashmir 
in the 1950s and 60s; the charge of imperialism b)’ India against 
Portugal, followed by the taking in December 1961 of Goa, Damao, 
and Diu; the reciprocal charges of aggressive intent by Israel and 
Egypt, notably before the 1956 conflict; the American imputation of 
unbridled tyranny on the part of Spain against Cuba in 1898 shortly 
before launching war against Spain, and the reciprocal charges of 
aggressive intent by the United States and Cuba starting in 1960. 

The phenomena of identification and projection did not, of course, 
start to occur only in the nineteenth century, though an approach to 
their understanding has come, after Freud, only in the twentieth. 
When Cortes and his 400*odd fellow Spaniards took up in 1517 the 
incredible task of conquering Mexico, two of their expressed reasons 
were Christianizing the Indian population and subjecting it to the rule 
of their Holy Roman Emperor, Charles V. These Spaniards were de- 
vout Christians who became increasingly repelled by the brutalities of 
Aztec civilization. As the expedition progressed from one principality 
to another, Cortes not only accepted food, women, and elaborate gold 
objects of obvious immediate attractiveness; he also asked that tlie 
Indians stop their human sacrifices, stop their depredations on neigh- 
boring communities, stop worshiping their “cursed Idols,” and adopt 
Christianity.^® The Spaniards were clearly identifying with the Chris- 
tian Church, tile Holy Trinity, and the Emperor, “Don Carlos.” I low 
much, if any, they were projecting any guilt they may have felt as 
conquerors who killed is not clear. The mental association between 
their own killing in battle and ritual killing by the Aztecs may have 
operated reciprocally: the Spaniards may have projected their own 
guilt by expressing horror at human sacrifice; they may have fought 
so bravely and cruelly not because of a sense of guilt but because of 
their horror. There is not much evidence of a sense of guilt. Indeed, 
the Spaniards after each battle treated the wounds of their men and 

Demal Diaz, The Discovery and Conquest of Mexico: 1517-1521, G. Garcia, ed. 
(A. P. Maudslay, transl.), London, George Routlcdge & Sons, Lid., 1928, ch. 22, 
Hi (in the territory of Tal)asco), ch. 35, 159-164 (in Cingapacinga), ch. 52, 
224-225 (in Tlaxcala), and ch. 70, 320 (in tlie city of Mexico, which, under 
Montezuma, then feudally dominated most of what is now Mexico). 
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horses witli fat cut from the body of a dead Indian. Diaz* account is 
quite devoid of any sensitivity in noting tlie practice.*® 

There may be some evidence of projection when Cortes* men advise 
him to use treachery to capture Montezuma in his own palace, imme- 
diately after describing the planned treachery of Montezuma and his 
court.*^ Diaz concludes this part of his account with the observa- 
tion: “All tliat night we were praying to God tliat our plan might 
tend to his Holy Service.” ** 

Identification with the symbols, images, and living leaders of com- 
munities they professed to serve (the Church and tlie Holy Roman 
Empire) doubtless was a major factor giving Cortes and his men the 
incredible courage to face fantastic odds as they moved across Mexico. 
This identification process was fundamentally like that which en- 
couraged farmers in late nineteenth-century America to pursue poli- 
tics. In their race, religion, and national origin, the Cortes forces felt 
the strength of community. In their revulsion at human sacrifice tliey 
may in addition have been projecting a sense of guilt about the con- 
quest of a less advanced culture in battles where tlieir technical ad- 
vantage ouUveighed the numerical superiority of the Indians. But it 
is easier to infer the presence of these unconscious mental processes 
among nineteenth-century Americans than among the Spanish con- 
quistadors. It is reasonable only to suggest that the unconscious 
sense of guilt, which long preceded the studij of it, may have induced 
sLxteenth-century conquerors as well as nineteentli-century farmers to 

pour their sins into tlie hearts of the others, the evil members of the 
outgroup. 

I do not make tliis suggestion in the interests of a moral relativism, 
wliereby the love of material tilings among farmers is equally repre- 
hensible with the greed of market manipulators, middle-men, manu- 
facturers, and financiers-or whereby the killing of Aztec Indians by 
Spaniards in battle is as bad as the ritual killing of Indians by Indians. 
Farmers in America had been wronged by a political system which 
until the 1890s substantially ignored their interests and excluded their 
participation. Spanish conquest of Mexico, even with tlie Inquisition, 

‘a A legend still circulates in Indian communities in tlie Peruvian 

Andes about « Into men who abduct little children, kill tliem, and take grease from 
the.r bochos-not for treating wounds but for lubricating machinery. See Richard 
W. latch. Life in a Perunan Indian Community, American Universities Field 
. taff Reports, ^\ est Coa.st South America Series, vol. 9, no. 1. 1962 29n 

Diaz, op. cit., .312-314. ’ 

2= Ibid., 314. 
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did succeed gradually in stopping a barbaric custom that had cost the 
lives of hundreds of thousands. The point here is that it appears 
necessary for people, when they seek to change practices no longer 
acceptable, as civilization advances by political processes, to identify 
themselves with completely virtuous groups and to shield themselves 
from guilt by attributing insufferable motives within themselves to the 
evil ones. If men were to wait until they were altogether pure in heart 
before acting, they might never do so. If they lacked the capacity to 
carry the firmly held conviction that they are quite pure, they might 
be the prey in politics, as elsewhere, of those who deny the existence 
of right and wrong.*® In centuries to come, people in politics may 
have an unexaggerated sense of tliis virtue without becoming amoral 
or immoral, but there seems thus far to be an ineluctable tendency 
to overdraw one's own virtue. And Marx, Lenin, and Stalin could 
exhibit cold fury at those who denied the manifest validity of scien- 
tific socialism. Even the amoral in such instances were self-righteous. 
This human dilemma persists, grotesquely sporting the olive branch 
on one horn and arrows on the other. 

The need for equality 

Interlocked with the strong urge to have a sense of belonging, of 
solidarity with otliers, is the desire to have a sense of equality, related 
to what Maslow calls self-esteem. This is the need for self-respect, in 
which the individual says: I am as good as anybody else; I may not 
be as clever or hard-working as you are, but I am as good as you are. 
The social needs are so closely associated in behavior witli the need 
for equality that the rivo kinds are often not distinguished. Students 
of society and ordinary members of society alike tend to fuse and 
confuse the desire for identity and the desire for separation— the desire 
to be a part and the desire to be apart. 

The confusion arises because, paradoxically, people are unable to 
have a sense of wholeness, of completion, if they are altogether soli- 

** Note the comments on populist values in R. Ilofstadter, op. cit., Introduction 
3-22, esp. 16-19. For a consideration of the morality of Aztec human sacriCce 
and of the Spanish Inquisition, sec William H. Prescott, History of the Conquest 
of Mexico and History of the Conquest of Peru, New York, Random House (Mod- 
ern Library), n.d., 46-52. Neither Hofstadter nor Prescott adopts moral rela- 
tivism, yet each points out the equivocal consequences of behavior in which the 
actors were unequivocally convinced of their righteousness. Both are generally 
sympathetic to the reforms which the righteous introduced. 
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tary. Solitude destroys, among other things, the sense of being some- 
one in the eyes of others. Complete submission to others destroys 
the sense of being someone in one's o^vn eyes. People find it unnatural 
—a cause for discomfort, unease, anxiety— to be quite alone. They also 
experience anxiety if they become completely absorbed, identified with 
others. The paradox is recognized in David Riesman's poignantly 
epitomized ‘lonely crowd” in which people try to lose themselves but 
succeed only at the painful cost of deep anxiety— because the individ- 
uals desire to be himself is suffocated by his desire to be with others, 
and because his guidance by the values and morals (or immorals) of 
others is in conflict with his desire to be guided by Ifls own values. 

It should be clear that I am implying that not all morals and values 
are social in origin, that many of them-in fact the profoundest of 
them-arise from within the individual himself. In other words, I am 
saying that not all values are only the result of social consensus as to 
what is desirable and undesirable, right and wrong, good and bad; 
but are rather an ultimate result of the inherent characteristics of 
man himself as an organism.** 

The desire for equality is not only confused with the desire for 
identity, it is also confused in its subjective and objective manifesta- 
tions. That is, social theorists sometimes say that people wish to be 
regarded by others and by themselves as possessing equality in com- 
petence and responsibility, and that people want to have tangible evi- 
dence of such equal capacity. In his intensive and empirical study of 
attitudes toward these objective kinds of equality, Lane ** casts seri- 
ous doubt on the implicit or explicit belief of utopian writers and 
actors that people even want to be equal in competence, responsibil- 
ity, and worldly goods. When Robert Owen in New Lanark. Scotland 
and New Harmony, Indiana and Karl Marx in the British Museum 
envisioned a happy world in which all share everything equally, they 


The assertion is no inference from a hypothetical public opinion survey of all 
mankind, even though (hypothetically) a universal public opinion poll might indi- 
cate common responses to the same questions on certain values. The statement 
no more depends on the expressed attitudes of people than Uie assertion that 
water IS composed of hydrogen and oxygen depends on a surx-ey of the opinion 
oi li)’drogtMi and oxygen atoms, even though expressed atUtudes probably are 
symploniatic of realiw. I make the assertion not to imply that it is proved but to 

specifj the logieai-and I tliink empirically sound-premise for much of tire argu- 
ment of this chapter. 


“ Robert E. Lane, The Fear of Equality, American Political Science Review, 53: 

ideology. New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, 

1962, ch. 4. 
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were presupposing the desire of people to have this kind and degree 
of equality. Writing as they did during an era of gross inequality of 
both material opportunity and possessions, they logically and perhaps 
inescapably supposed that the wish to achieve greater objective equal- 
ity meant the desire to achieve absolute objective equality. The rou- 
tine failure of utopian communities, from Brook Farm to New Har- 
mony to Fourier’s phalanxes, provides even more unsettling evidence 
for the lack of such desire than do tlie manifestations of the ( to be 
sure, open) class system in the classless society of the Soviet Union. 
Lane's observations, among people who are objectively more equal to 
those of great wealth than their nineteenth-century counterparts, do 
not support the notion that people really want to be objectively quite 
equal. 

But subjective equality is a different matter. People do have a strong 
desire to be regarded as equal in worth, value, and dignity— each of 
these words in this context meaning the same thing. Their wish for 
equal opportunity to achieve wealth, status, and power in accordance 
with their inherent capacity stems from this and is one of the links 
between subjective and objective equality. Their desire, tliat is, to 
have such opportunity stems not from a belief tliat each individual 
should have his wealth, status, and power equated to that of all otliers, 
but equated to the inherent capacities of eacli individual— that the 
balance should not be socially but individually determined. 

It may be argued that an individual’s subjective appraisal of liis 
own potential can be so out of harmony with an objective, social ap- 
praisal of his potential as to render useless tlie individual’s subjective 
self-appraisal. Again Lane’s observations under microcosmic em- 
pirical conditions cast doubt on tliis argument. Doubt is more gen- 
erally cast by the fact tliat societies in wliich social (including po- 
litical) limits are established to individuals’ opportunities for equal 
access to wealth, etc., have historically been less stable than those 
societies in which such opportunities liave been comparatively equal, 
even though the equality has not been in possessions but in oppor- 
tunity. The Soviet Union of the 1930s and 40s was more stable than 
was Russia before 1917; the Second World War did not precipitate 
revolution in Russia, whereas the First World War did. The United 
States since 1783 has been more stable than were tlie tliirteen colonies 
before 1775. The Nortliern states of the United States compose a 
more stable society in the 1950s and 60s than do the Southern states 
with the persistently unequal objective social status of Negroes in the 
South. And the severe sanctions in the Soviet Union of tlie 1940s and 
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50s against any efiForts among the ordinary people to gain equal po- 
litical power with the elite suggests that there are tensions within the 
Soviet Union arising from unfulfilled demands for subjective equality. 
The Soviet Union, more stable than the Russian Empire, is less stable 
tlian the United States. But tliis is getting ahead of the argument 
as it is pursued in later chapters. 

This notion of subjective equality has a long history in the Western 
world. When it has been stated, the expression has sometimes been 
as a moral imperative and sometimes as a scientific hypothesis about 
the characteristics of tlie human organism— as a claimable right or as 
a hypothetical natural phenomenon. At the 1947 meeting of tlie 
Council of Foreign Ministers in Moscow, George C. Marshall, then 
Secretary of State of the United States, said, “we believe that human 
beings have certain inalienable rights-that is, rights which may not be 
given or taken away. They include the right of every individual to 
develop his mind and his soul in tlie ways of his own choice. . . 

Ill this context, tlie crucial phrase is “tlie right of every individual.” In 
1863, Abraham Lincoln spoke of the American dedication in 1776 “to 
the proposition that all men are created equal.” In 1776, Thomas 
Jefferson wrote of the “self-evident" truth “that all men are created 
equal.” In the same Age of Enlightenment that produced Jefferson, 
Immanuel Kant liad stated-as a moral imperative, not a scientific 
Iq pothesis-tliat one should so act as to regard oneself and otliers “as 
an end withal and never as a means only.” The ancestry of these 
expressions in the Western world goes at least back to Christ when 
lie said, “Thou shalt love tliy neighbor as thyself’ (Mark 12:31). A 
century bcfoie Christ, Cicero had foretold the growing recognition of 
equality in .saying, “Nay, if bad habits and false beliefs did not twist 
the weaker minds and turn them in whatever direction they are in- 
clined, no one would be so like his own self as all men would be like 
all others.”-^ 

In his Nicomochcan Ethics, Aristotle refers to a saying tliat “friend- 
ship [or love or affection] is equalit>'.” Some seven centuries before 

Quoted m II. M. Bisliop and S. Hcndel, eels., Basic Issues of American Democ- 
racij, .\e\v York, Applcton-Centurj'-Crofts, 2nd ed., 1951, 23-24 

Quoted in George II. Sabine, A History of Political Theory, New York, Henry 
Holt & Co., 1937, 165. 

III the original the .saying has an aphoristic rhyme and rhythm: "philotes isotes " 
[Aristotle. The Kicomachcan Ethics (H. Rackli.am, transl.), London, William 
I einemann Ltd., rev. ed.. 1934. 470.1 At another point Aristotle says that in 
friendships of equaUty . . . botli parties render the same benefit and wish the 
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Christ, in one of the great Jewish law books, the precept was written: 
“Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself’ (Leviticus 19:18).^® 

More significant by far than the recurrent expressions of human 
equality, dignity, and worth is the profound attraction the idea has 
had. It does not seem to matter whether the expression is a moral 
imperative, as in the instances of Christ and Kant, or an ostensibly 
empirical hypothesis about tlie characteristics of man, as in the cases 
of JefiFerson and Lincoln. The appeal has been enormous, particularly 
among those who suffered from social inequality. 

The earliest popular appeal of Christ was to the poor and down- 
trodden. This well-known fact was expressed in modem sociological 
and psychological language by Erich Fromm in a 1930 essay.®® De- 
scribing the main adherents of primitive Christianity, he said 

It was the mass of ill-bred poor people, the working men of Jerusalem and 
the rural peasants who— because of increasing political and economic op- 
pression, because of social distance and contempt in this growing mass— 
were filled with the drive and longing for a change in the existing relation- 
ships. . . 

Tl)e earliest Cliristians in the Roman empire outside Palestine likewise 
were the poor, attracted among other tilings by the sense of inherent 
individual dignity and worth that is so central to Christianity. 

It is altogether too simple to explain the Protestant Reformation in 
terms of the desire for equality, but two central aspects of the Refor- 
mation found widespread popular resonance: the new emphasis on the 
priesthood of all believers and the very radical act of translating the 
Bible into popular tongues. These changes reflected a belief that all 
men were not only equal in the sight of God but were also able to 
establish contact with Him without the intervention and intercession 
of an elitist group, the members of the clergy. To understand the 
Reformation one must include an explanation for the pervasive and 
enduring equalitarianism which it represented and elicited. Social and 
intellectual historians are wont to neglect the radical consequences for 

same good to each other" [op. cit., 475] and says "it is tliose who wish the good 
of their friends for their friends’ sake who are friends in the fullest sense. . . 
top. cit., 401.] 

See Roy B. Chamberlin and Herman Feldman, eds., The Dartmouth Bible, 
Boston, Hougldon Mifflin Co., 1950, 967, on the history of the Golden Rule. 

*®E. Fromm, Die Entwicklung des Chrislusdogmas, Imago, 16: 305-373 (1930). 

Ibid., 329. The translation is mine. Early Chri.stians were so poor they could 
not afford parchment on which to write down what became the New Testament, 
which was first written on perishable and cheap papyrus. For the altitude toward 
the rich, see, for example, James 5: 1-5. 
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the changed image that individuals had of diemselves when they came 
to believe they were fundamentally equal to the clergy in the sight of 
God. Yet this changed self-image had more political portent than 
the American and French Revolutions. 

Again with a warning against oversimplification, we may without 
overemphasis suggest that the phrase “all men are created equal” has 
had more than ephemeral appeal, particularly since Jefferson recast the 
idea that is over two thousand years old. Let us just mention a few of 
the major political advances in America that have derived much of 
their impetus from the need for equality. 

One of the first manifestations was the demand for the right to vote. 
Even before the War of Independence was won, the suffrage implica- 
tion of the equality of men had been spelled out in law in five states. 
The Constitutional Convention of 1787, struggle as it did with a host 
of conflicting demands, avoided the question altogether by leaving 
qualifications for voting up to the individual states. As new states in 
the frontier West came into the Union, they provided for universal 
suffrage, but the older states resisted. On one ground or another 
(property ownership or payment of taxes), various states continued to 
restrict the right to vote. Massachusetts, for example, did not gain- 
or permit-substantially universal suffrage until 1820. The Rhode 
Island government did not concede it until after an abortive little 
revolution in 1842 that was stillborn only because, after decades-long 
agitation for suffrage, it was hastily granted, when agitation was suc- 
ceeded by action. 

Suffrage was not universal, of course, but those who had won it 
were now satisfied with their new dignity and now were resistant to 
importunities from the unenfranchised, just as had been those men 
of substance from wliom they had exacted the right to vote. These 
men now had attained suffrage and, like their predecessors, in some 
manner thought they constituted tlie entire category of tliose who had 
the intelligence, interest, prudence, and sagacity to rule. In succession, 
women and then Negroes insisted on tlie logical extension to them- 
selves of the principle of equality. By the 1920s in America women 

were suffered to vote; by the 1940s Negroes were gradually being suf- 
fered to vote. 

Some of the other public manifestations of tlie pressure for equality 
are in the realm of equalizing opportunity-for example, in the pro- 
vision of universal free education at public expense; tlie facilitation of 
organizing business enterprises under general statutes of incorpora- 
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tion which limit financial liability to the assets of the enterprise itself; 
and income and inheritance tax laws which make it difficult to accumu- 
late and keep vast fortunes. 

Still others are exemplified by divorce and community property laws, 
which enforce a greater reciprocity between man and wife; laws pro- 
viding public defenders for those who cannot afi^ord to hire an attor- 
ney to defend themselves against a criminal charge; and the removal 
of statutory and constitutional discrimination against ethnic groups in 
the right to own land. The list is so extensive as to suggest that all 
law has to do with spelling out additional implications of the principles 
that all men are equal in dignity and worth. This is not true (witness, 
for example, class legislation, which discriminates in favor of old peo- 
ple, women, cliildren, those who work in hazardous occupations, farm- 
ers, businessmen, laborers, etc.), but the persistent demands of all 
groups to get from politics what they consider their equal share of 
public welfare seems often to have behind it the notion that hitherto 
each group has been discriminated against (and pcndulously now must 
be discriminated for). 

The suffrage remains one of the most basic recognitions of the need 
for equality. Indeed, the existence of universal suffrage is some- 
times considered synonymous with equalitarianism. To the ingenuous 
sophisticate or nonsophisticate— to those crypto-Platonic realists for 
whom ideas are more real than reality— tlio actual grant of universal 
suffrage may appear to be the ultimate political achievement, with 
which all other goals may be reached because the crucial instnimen- 
tality is now available to tlie entire population and to all segments of 
it, whether farmers, workers, businessmen, old people, lawyers, doc- 
tors, or sports enthusiasts. 

The difficulty is that having the right to \'Otc is no guaranty, even 
when the right is exercised, of the right to take part in the process of 
making policy decisions in a society. Having a vote (“Stimme” in 
German, meaning “voice”) in an election (“Wahl” in Gennan, mean- 
ing “choice”) is no assurance that one has more than the voice of a 
spectator at an athletic event in wliich there may be only one team in 
the field. It is not quite true that politics ceased to exist in Germany 
during the Nazi period. Decisions between alternative public policies 
were made, but they were made in private and only occasionally were 
announced publicly. The right of tlie German public to vote had 
nothing to do with the political process, or at least no more to do with 
it than the enthusiasm of the spectators at an athletic event has to do 
with the performance of the players. 
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The grant of universal manhood sufErage in the 1936 Soviet Con- 
stitution has had nothing to do with the making of political decisions 
in the Soviet Union. This grant perhaps allayed popular unrest dur- 
ing the early Draconic part of the Stalinist era, but only among the 
crypto-Platonists. The regime does seek popular support, because 
profound apathy could make impossible the implementation of pri- 
vately made public policy. But widespread popular participation in 
tlie 1960s has remained a chimera. 

There appears hope of gradual equalitarianism in Soviet politics, 
more as a result of tlie growing restlessness of the new, nonparty elite 
in factories, collective farms, universities, and the governmental 
bureaucracy than in consequence of popular pressure. If this elite 
should fail to become the vanguard of Soviet political equalitarian- 
ism, it will be acting differently from tlie way tlie bourgeoisie did in 
France in the late eighteenth and early nineteentli centuries, the way 
the middle classes of England and the United States have acted, in- 
deed from the way skilled tradesmen acted in America during the 
political struggle for the recognition of labor. The battlecry will be 
equality and justice; the new Soviet elite that does not now share 
political power will get it and become content; and then a new set 
of unequal nonparticipants will seek their share. And so will go on 
the process of spelling out the logical implications of the now almost 
universally recognized principle of equality. 

To those better acquainted than I with the intellectual history of the 
Western world, these observations about tlie 2{X)0-year development 
of equalit)* no doubt sound like nothing but ill-disguised natural law, 
following a path that starts with the Stoics and— by way of Thomas 
Aquinas, Jean Bodin, and Hobbes— arrives at the eighteenth-century 
rationalism of Kant, Locke, Rousseau, and Jefferson. In a sense this 
is obviously true and the tradition is one from which I should not want 
to be disassociated. Ihe difference is that now the appropriate area 
for establishing and testing hypotheses relevant to political equality is 
less in the study of literature tlian in the study of human behavior. 
The energ)’ behind the continuous (dormant or active) demand for 
equality is not to be found solely among those who read. It appears 
to he deeply imbetlded in all human beings and to emerge among all 
\^’ho ha\'e advanced be\ ond the level of mere physical and social sur- 
\'ival. If so, an iiu estigation of the dynamics of tlie human mind is in 
order. A contemporary writer has said that the source of the idea of 
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equality is not in natural law but “in the private man’s sense of his 
own infinite worth ” 

One may say, to put the horse before tlie cart, that the statement 
(and the appeal) of a major segment of natural law hes in the sub- 
jective sense of equality and that natural-law doctrine is deficient not 
in its reasonableness, or even validity, but rather in its relative non- 
empiricism. It has not been subjected to empirical test and there- 
fore remains more a faith than a tested theory. Tlie task ahead is not 
to examine the ideas but the minds, the psyches, of men. And, if the 
above discussion makes sense, the need for equality is not just one 
of men’s ideas but one of their profoundest characteristics. However, 
let both the reader and the writer of tliis be reminded that the state- 
ment of a relationship— in this case a hypothesized organic ingredient 
in the desire for equality— does not demonstrate the relationship. The 
statement can do a service if it helps formulate a notion to be tested; 
it does a disservice if it is grasped as being either logically or em- 
pirically obvious. 


The need for eelf«actualizatioii 

We have thus far discussed three of the five needs that Maslow 
regards as basic. Early in the discussion I outlined why I think the 
need for security is basic but not of the same order as the physical, 
social, and equality needs. It does not appear that people pursue se- 
curity for its own sake, in contrast to tlie way they seek to satisfy the 
other basic demands of their organisms. They seek for security in 
the predictable, controllable satisfaction of the other needs. They 
want to feel secure in getting enough to eat, in the affection of otliers, 
and in the self-respect that derives from being regarded as equal. But 
they do not normally seem to want to be secure for the sake of being 
secure. Indeed, most people become politically concerned only when 
their security in meeting basic needs is threatened. For most people 
politics is thus almost purely instrumental.®^ 

This assertion as to the largely apolitical— though not asocial— char- 
acter of the general publie is based on several factors. For one thing, 
most people do in fact seem to turn their attention to politics when 

** H. A. Myers, Are Men Equal?, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1955. 

In substantially identical form, this section on self-actualization appeared under 
the title A Note on Political Motivation in the Western Political Quarterly, 12: 
410-410 (1959) and is here used with the pennission of the Quarterly. 
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they are a little unsure about being able to pay for the next meal, the 
next pair of pants, or the winter fuel supply— or when they fear do- 
mestic insurrection or war which threatens tliem or their kin. For 
anotlier, relatively few people seem to get concerned with politics even 
when tyranny threatens them with arbitrary government, perhaps be- 
cause tyranny seldom, if ever, seeks to gain or maintain control on 
any platform other than full employment, full stomachs, and protec- 
tion from all enemies foreign and domestic. Again, it seems evident 
that most of the relatively few who do get concerned with tyranny 
that threatens individual autonomy become so in consequence of some 
event which tlireatens tlieir own individual security or which tends to 
ostracize them from their normal group relations in the broadest sense. 
(Aside from politicians, generally it is the scientist, engineer, or other 
employee ousted from his job as a security risk— or the individual who 
becomes a social pariah when stigmatized as a foreigner or Communist 
—who develops an unusual degree of political involvement.) And 
lastly, most of those who are political leaders are much above average 
in income and social integration: for them, the needs for physical se- 
curity and a sense of social belonging are well satisfied. 

If it sounds alarming to suggest what appears to be a selfish, in- 
human, stomach-and-herd motivation pattern for the politics of most 
people, we need only consider the dismal alternative of the entire 
general public taking part in politics in order to determine by demo- 
cratic majorities who should go into wliich occupations, what religion 
should be the legal one, and the maximum or minimum number of 
hours tliat must be spent daily in watching television. How then 
would we dispose of tlie wretched apolitical deviant who worked, 
worshiped, and relaxed contrary to law? 

Although most people are apolitical most of the time, the large ma- 
jority of people do at election time consider politics to be relevant 
to being secure in the satisfaction of their basic needs. But the over- 
whelming majority do not relate to politics their interest in those 
activities which are not directed toward securing the satisfaction of 
physical, social, or esteem needs but are pursued for inherent satis- 
faction-activities engaged in for their own sake, in the pursuit of 
happiness. The patterns of individual self-actualization are so varied 
that the group seeing political and governmental action as related 
thereto may become so small as to be politically impotent or inactive. 

The person interested in recreational fishing will vote against a bal- 
lot proposition designed to open more fishing areas to commercial 
operation. As a fisherman, he may not be expected to have any po- 
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litical attitude on whether or not freedom of intellectual inquiry and 
expression should be restricted by sanctions against unorthodoxy. The 
businessman politically concerned with maximizing his freedom of 
action in economic matters may not be expected as a businessman to 
get aroused against investigations of teachers who are accused of 
devious indoctrination. There need be no surprise at the working- 
man who is secure on his job and who shows no spontaneous agita- 
tion at the fact that his union boss may have to sign a loyalty oath in 
order to hold his job. Only if the fisherman, businessman, or working- 
man is required to attest his own loyalty in order to engage in his 
chosen activity may he be expected to form a political opinion and 
engage in political action for or against oaths. If taking such action 
threatens his own security he very likely will not oppose oaths. 

If these speculations are reasonable, they indicate limits to the 
amount of political action that individuals will take to prevent action 
by their governments. They may be expected to get aroused when 
state action threatens realization of their particular individual or group 
values. To expect more is to assume a measure of involvement, per- 
spicacity, farsightedness, and perhaps meddlesomeness that is not the 
endowment of ordinary mortals. The implication of this is that the 
achievement and preservation of restrained political institutions which 
maximize the opportunities for individual self-actualization are a re- 
sponsibility of relatively small groups influencing the action of public 
officials, each of which groups may be expected to engage in action 
designed to gain or maintain freedom from governmental interference 
for the group alone. In this sense, “free” as distinguished from “popu- 
larly responsible” government is the product of conflict between pairs 
of small groups— teachers vs. school boardsj editors, writers, clergymen, 
and (paradoxically) government workers as individuals or as group 
members vs. congressional committees; and Jehovah's Witnesses vs. 
local police departments— as much if not more than free government 
is the consequence of political participation by the general public. 

There is one sense in which perhaps the large majority of people 
do relate their political participation to self-actualization. On any 
comparative basis it is clear that the standard of living in the indus- 
trialized Western world is high and that people, by and large, are 
relatively secure in what they have. Yet they want more and some- 
times seek more through their government. The relatively poor 
Frenchman who seeks a higher housing subsidy, the similar American 
who votes for the candidate who advocates a higher minimum wage 
or shorter hours, and any citizen who votes for a candidate who prom- 
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ises a reduction in personal income taxes are all well-off when com- 
pared with the unindustrialized, poor, and politically inactive Persian 
or Arab. 

In these situations, the motivation appears to be related indirectly 
to the need for self-actualization, in the sense that they want a better 
living standard and more security generally: not for the inherent sat- 
isfaction of better quality food or steadier retirement income but in 
order to be able to buy a (newer) car, take a trip (or a longer one 
than they did last year), get a new fishing rod, or replace the table 
radio with a high-fidelity instrument on which tliey can enjoy fine 
music. Their political activity ostensibly has the same purpose as that 
of the insecure. They seek many of the same things that are sought 
by the insecure ( minimum- wage and maximum-hours legislation, 
lower taxes, etc.). Yet in wanting more, one ultimate motivation ap- 
pears to be a demand that government provide conditions under which 
they may pursue a line of activity which is related not to security but 
to self-actualization— to fishing rather than to fish or other food. 

The relation between politics and self-actualization is here deemed 
largely negative for the large majority of people not just in America, 
with its ideological adherence to the principle of laissez faire, but in 
other industrial countries as well. People do agitate politically for 
legislation tliat will provide them not only security but also the time 
and money to pursue inherently satisfying activity. But they pursue 
this goal in nonpolitical ways. They look to government to provide 
the ground rules and sometimes the niachiner>% but they get their in- 
crease usually by negotiating directly for higher wages, shorter hours, 
etc., with employers. Or they get their increase by becoming skilled 
scientists, engineers, lawyers, doctors, or by a business venture. 

• They may turn to government to settle labor-management disputes 
by mediation, adjudication, or violent force. They may turn to gov- 
ernment for a state-supported law school or a veterans' education sub- 
sidy. But the actual getting process is most of the time for most 
people a matter of interaction between individuals and private groups, 
or between different priNate groups, rather than between these two 
categories and the government. Yet it is ordinarily only when people 
feel insecure in the provision of food, clothing, shelter, health, and 
safety— when they fear arbitrar>’ dismissal from a job, when private 
economic enterprise is unstable or breaks down, or when war threat- 
ens— tliat they turn to government. 

There remains for consideration the very small minority of the 
general public— precinct workers, elected officeholders, and so on— for 
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whom political participation is not readily explicable primarily in 
terms of the needs for security. Although this category of people is 
proportionally very small— as a guess, perhaps 5 or 10 million out of an 
adult population of 100 million in the United States in 1960-their sig- 
nificance is great because they are the exceptionally active individuals 
and almost by definition the leaders in politics. 

It would be possible to explain their extraordinary political involve- 
ment as being only quantitatively different from that of the great 
majority if it were evident that the exceptional individuals differ from 
the average only in the greater intensity with which they feel tlie 
necessity of being secure in food, clothing, shelter, health, and safety, 
and of being accepted and loved by tlie groups to wliich they belong. 
In the University of Michigan Survey Research Center’s study of the 
1952 election there is evidence that tends to validate the paradox that 
those who are most active in politics are not those who by an objective 
judgment are most in need of more security. People with the higliest 
incomes, the most intricately skilled occupations, and the most edu- 
cation almost without exception are the ones who vote most regularly 
and frequently and who express the belief that voting is worth tlie 
trouble and that they have an obligation as citizens to do so. Simi- 
larly, the opposites of these peoplc-the ones with least income, skill, 
and education-generally vote the least and care about it the Icast.^* 
It is, also, now rather clearly evident that elected public officials, rang- 
ing from President to governors to congressmen to state legislators, 
much more often than not are among the wealthiest, most highly 
skilled, and highly educated people in the society.^® Why do pro- 
portionally more of tliem become very active politically? 

Lasswell’s early study of agitators and administrators as political 
personality types was a pioneering effort in analysis of the motiva- 
tion for political elites. One limitation of the analysis, however, is 
that describing motivation for politics as the displacement of private 

** Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin and Warren E. Miller, The Voter Decides 

Evanston, Row, Peterson & Co., 1954, 70-73, Table 5.1, “Relation of Demographic 

Characteristics to Presidential Preference in 1948 and 1952 Elections," and 187- 

199, Appendices A and B, “Sense of Political Efficacy" and “Sense of Citizen 
Duty.” 

See Donald R. Matthews, The Social Background of Political Decision-Makers 
Garden City, Doubleday & Co., 1954, 23 (Table 1 ). 29 (Table 6), and 30 (Table 
7), on the socioeconomic status of politicians in America, and 42-55 on the same 
for politicians In Great Britain, Germany, and the Soviet Union. 

Harold D. Lasswell, Psychopathology and Politics, Chicago, Universitv of Chi 
cago Press, 1930. ^ 
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aggressions on public objects or as the extraordinary need for defer- 
ence or as the urge for power does little to distinguish politicians from 
others— or to compare them with one another. Can it not with equal 
validity be claimed that Karl Marx displaced his private aggressions 
on public objects, that movie actresses have an extraordinary need 
for deference, and that Nicholas Biddle enjoyed power? And cannot 
wide differences be seen behveen the relatively serene personal back- 
ground of Jefferson and the turbulent one of Jackson? Did tliey both 
equally have private aggressions, the former suppressing them or 
giving vent to tliem quietly, while the latter differed only in the vol- 
ume of noise he made? Did John Quincy Adams and Theodore Roose- 
velt equally share the desire for public deference? Did Woodrow 
Wilson and Warren Harding equally share the desire for power? 

Individual politicians like Peter the Great, Stalin, Jackson, Lincoln, 
Gladstone, Churchill, Bismarck, Hitler, Petain, and de Gaulle are a 
very heterogeneous lot. They tempt one to the occasionally voiced 
statement that tliere is no common set of factors characterizing people 
of extraordinary political activity. This is an easy and plausible gen- 
eralization which contains a disturbing amount of truth. Both the 
politician, because of his subjective image of himself, and the biog- 
rapher, because of his intimate involvement with the politician, are 
likely to encourage this impression of uniqueness. 

There are large environmental influences on those people tliat make 
it incredible to imagine the often cruel techniques of Peter the Great 
being employed in early nineteenth-century America, or Jefferson suc- 
cessful in establishing parliamentar)' government in early eighteenth- 
century Imperial Russia. And the striking individuality of some po- 
litical leaders makes it hard to imagine Germany being unified quite 
in the way it was without the particular personality of Bismarck, or 
to envision tlie temporary defeat of divisive forces within the American 
union in the 1830s without tlie unique figure of Andrew Jackson, who, 
in a style different from Peter the Great, offered to hang as high as 
Hainan the leaders of a group that descended on Washington to 
demand restoration of go\'ormnent funds to the Bank of the United 
States. In a sense it seems to be true that the political events of a 
particular period are a unique and never-repeated consequence of the 
interaction of a vast array of forces, wliich include among otlier things 
individual political leaders, who in turn are personally shaped by al- 
most as vast an array. 

Many motivations for intense political participation do appear to 
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be individual yet causally plausible. One person may be a precinct 
worker because he feels a particular loyalty to the candidate for 
whom he is working. Another such worker may distribute campaign 
literature because he wants to learn the game of precinct politics so 
that he can more effectively run for office himself. Still another may 
do so because he is compensating for guilt feelings induced by the 
shadow of his father, who was a corrupt political boss. Still another 
may feel that the particular political issues involved demand his active 
participation, even though he is cool toward tlie candidate, has no 
ambition to hold office, and his fatlier is a universally respected mem- 
ber of the city council. Some or all of these individuals may also be 
partly motivated by a strong desire to be of public service, to do good. 

Along this path of motivational investigation lies madness. Cate- 
gories of motivation could be abstracted and classified in a manner 
that would be either meaninglessly simple and general or so complex 
as to addle the latest electronic computer. This is not to say that such 
idiosyncratic motivations are not a real part of the complex of causes 
for intense political activity in a particular individual. But they are 
so numerous, different, and likely to be so individually intertwined as 
to defy any kind of quantitative analysis. 

The only faetor which appears to be a reasonable postulate for com- 
mon motivation of intense politieal participation is the need for self- 
actualization. Its manifestations, political or nonpolitical, are as varied 
as the number of human beings on earth and are only rarely political. 
Its characteristic is that it is activity in wliich the individual happily 
loses himself-getting so absorbed that, at certain limes and in some 
situations, he is able to forget himself in the performance of activity 
which he enjoys primarily for its own sake and not primarily because 
he tliereby feeds or protects himself, his family, his community-or 
because he can give socially acceptable vent to his aggressions, gain 
great deference, or bend people to his will. The choice of this activity 
may be conscious or unconscious, intentional or accidental, made by 
the individual himself or, perhaps, even for tlie individual by others. 
It is inseparable from competence, because a person cannot develop 
his potentialities in activity in which he is regularly a failure, and from 
energy level— both of which are conceptually though not behaviorally 
separable from motivation. Consequently some people who have com- 
petence for physical sport and a low energy level may get great in- 
herent satisfaction out of watching a ball game on television. Others 
may love music, be tone deaf, and have a high energy level— all of 


60 Human nature in politics 

which lead them to sponsor and subsidize a local symphony. Others 
get their greatest inherent satisfaction from politics, ending up as 
precinct workers, state legislators, constitutional heads of state, or 
dictators. 

There might be a temptation to regard the need for self-actualiza- 
tion as a residual category, used to explain political activity when 
there is inadequate evidence that an individual is participating be- 
cause of tlie needs for security or a place in the group. This makes 
the need for self-actualization either a card catalog of phenomenal, 
overtly expressed needs like the compensation for a corrupt father 
or tlie desire to do a favor for an old friend; or else a very empty void. 
Evidence for political manifestations of the need for self-actualization 
should be found by determining what it is that an individual likes to 
do best after his elemental needs for food, shelter, etc., are reasonably 
well secured. It is not just a matter of hobbies, because many indi- 
viduals are basically happy with their work, whether it be as a ma- 
chinist, business administrator, or full-time professional politician. For 
a substantial majority of people, politics does probably have some in- 
herent interest, for example, during a political campaign or crisis. But 
for those few who do participate intensely in politics, the most rea- 
sonable, common, fundamental, and basically organic factor appears 
to be tlie inherent and profound pleasure wliich, for them, the game 
of statecraft contains. 

We need not be misled by the statements of pohticians that they 
really want to go back to the farm or edit a newspaper. If tliis is 
what they wanted more than politics, they would indeed have become 
farmers or editors. Charles V of the Holy Roman Empire became the 
equi\’alent after some thirty-seven years of power; Edward VIII of 
England after only eleven months. Most politicians prefer to die in 
harness or at least to serve out their full constitutional terms. There 
are few if any occupations, at least in our era, that give an individual 
a more abundant chance to realize his fullest potentialities for good or 
evil than politics. .And it is to politics that highly ambitious people 
turn in the twentieth centur>’, as such people turned to the Catholic 
Church in the Middle Ages and to the business world in late nine- 
teenth-century America. 


A hierarchy of needs? 

The question remains whether basic needs do, as Maslow has said, 
fall into a priorit>’ so that people wUl generally seek satisfaction of 



Social and individual nature 


61 


their physical needs before their social, social before their equality 
or self-esteem needs, and equality before self-actualization. From his 
intensive studies of individuals, Maslow believes a hierarchy exists. 
Does the hierarchy exist among individuals in such large social and 
political aggregates as nations? 

In general the burden of my argument as to physical needs has 
been that when they are not satisfied, people turn away from politics 
(or do not turn to it) in a political apathy that is tlie consequence of 
the intensive preoccupation with survival. As to social needs, the 
argument has been that they do not emerge until there is substantial 
satisfaction of the physical needs and tliat political participation can- 
not furthermore become common, that is, nation-wide, until people 
do develop a sense of community— of a common identity that makes 
possible joint political action. As to the need for equality, the infer- 
ence from hierarchization is that people will not become concerned 
with equality until they have found a community and that equality 
will gain prominence as a political value only thereafter. In other 
words, once a sense of communal identity as such has been estab- 
lished, people will then and only then begin to demand that they be 
regarded as items of intrinsic worth, meriting a dignity that recog- 
nizes they are not only means to the ends of government but withal 
individual ends in themselves. 

It is at this point that they become concerned with the kind of 
political oppression that is involved in discriminating against individ- 
uals on individual grounds. At this point the property-less deny the 
argument tliat only those with property can take part in making basic 
policy decisions; women deny that politics is for men only, and Negroes 
tliat only wliitcs can rule. As to the need for self-actualization, the 
argument is that most people will pursue their own entelcchy in non- 
political channels, resisting political interference with their desire to 
pursue their own development only when government specifically 
threatens them. It is further argued at this point that the common 
motivation for political actives is the sheer enjoyment they get from it. 

Let the following charts, schematizing Maslow's hierarchy as modi- 
fied by the elimination of security, serve to illustrate the conceptuali- 
zation. The vertical axis presents the relative salicncy of the individ- 
ual’s needs. The horizontal axis presents mental development through 
time. The curved lines represent very roughly the relative mental 
preoccupation as the individual moves through his life. The first chart 
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Mental Preoccupations in the Course of 
a “Normal" Lifetime, using Maslow's Hierarchy 



achievement 

Mental development 


Mental Preoccupations in the Course of 
a Lifetime Interrupted by Deprivation 



severe physical achievement 

deprivation 

Mental development 
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shows a “normar process of development.®^ The second suggests 
what happens when there is some kind of physical deprivation. In 
such a severe condition, the individual would least of all be thinking 
of politics. 

It would be anticipating one of the main theses of this book to 
argue the hierarchy more intensively at this point. In the interests of 
accurately analyzing political reality, it is appropriate here only to 
suggest that political phenomena be viewed, among other ways, in 
light of this major hypothesis— and to suggest tliat the reader neither 
now nor at the end of the book consider the evidence to be con- 
clusive in favor of the hypothesis or conclusive in opposition to it. 
Let the reader and the author at this point remain content witli ac- 
cepting tlie possibility that a consideration of the basic needs and of 
their priority may help explain many phenomena that hitlierto have 
not made much sense in relation to each other— that the hierarchiza- 
tion of needs may help explain diflFerent stages of political develop- 
ment and help determine appro.ximately the order in which different 
kinds of politics are likely to emerge. 

For an alternative and earlier schema, see David Krech, Richard S. Crutchfield, 
and Egerton L. Ballachey, Individual in Society, New York, NfcGraw-Hill Book 
Co., 1962, 77 and Krech and Crutchfield, Elements of Psychology, New York, 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1958, 627. 



CHAPTER 3 


Political tension 


A conceptual caveat 

Tliis chapter deals with a difficult but useful concept. As I will use 
the term tension it includes insecurity, anxiety, and frustration, but it 
includes both the disagreeable and the agreeable sensations of want- 
ing. I use tlie term to describe a general, somewhat diffuse mental 
state tliat is not identical with the need or needs that produced it. 
This usage differs from Maslow’s, in that he places security as a need 
in liis hierarchy, with the need for security emerging after the phys- 
ical needs are fairly well satisfied and before the social or love needs 
emerge. 

My reasons for distinguishing tension from need are basically these. 
For one thing, it appears that one is usually tense, about a variety of 
needs, but usually not about tension itself. One can be tense though 
well-fed; tense though beloved; tense though in pursuit of an active 
career, even though well-fed and beloved, etc. A tension is charac- 
teristically derived from a specific need and released in some kind of 
activity relevant to a particular need, even though the activity may 
not be functional to the “real” relief of tlie tension. A hungry person 
may eat food or, less appropriately, he may sleep or eat dirt. A lonely 
person may find friends or escape into romantic fiction. A person who 
wants to be prime minister may become one or an adviser to prime 
ministers. But he will not ordinarily act witliout some object for the 
release of his tension, an object relevant to some specific need cate- 
gory. As we will see in describing some experiments by Pavlov and 
Maier, there may be behavior tliat relates only to the relief of a kind 
of unattached tension. It is too early in the chapter to say, and too 
64 
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early in the development of knowledge of the human central nervous 
system to say for sure. 

The second reason for using the term tension is precisely tliat it is 
not always discharged in ways that appear relevant to the particular 
need that has been excited. A person in need of affection may become 
a compulsive eater. A person with a frustrated talent for art may 
go into politics and revel in the hate of enemies he has created for 
himself.^ It may be possible to eliminate use of tension and related 
words and thus to deal directly with the consequences of excitation of 
a need for food, affection, etc. But the diffuseness of the mental state 
that follows excitation of a need makes the general term tension useful. 
The mental condition spills over in the mind: it is not always precise 
about what caused the tension and how to relieve it with respect to the 
specific cause. This makes it possible to consider security a need itself, 
but in so conceiving it, one tends to avoid the search for causes of 
insecurity and for solutions wliich are appropriate and functional or 
inappropriate and dysfunctional. Freud attributed civilization to the 
deflected and sublimated libidinal urge. As long as there are these 
deflected, seemingly inappropriate gratifications, the term remains 

A difficult and useful concept. 

Tension— a state in which one force opposes another force— occurs 
everywhere in nature. The moon stays in orbit around the earth as 
a result of the opposing forces of the earth’s gravity and the moon’s 
inertia in its orbit. The particles within an atom stay together not 
because they are without dynamic force but because the forces that 
attract them to each other are more potent than tlie forces which would 
cause them to break out of their orbits within the atom. Tension also 
is a characteristic of human life and of human behavior, and it is a 
characteristic of that aspect of human behavior which is called politics. 

Just what is mental or psychic tension? It is not a need in the sense 
in which the organism has a need for food, clothing, and shelter; or a 
need for affection; or a need for a sense of dignity. But it is a conse- 
quence of the generation of these needs. When the organism needs 
something, the condition of mental tension arises. An infant that 
needs food cries. This creates tension in the mother, who then comes 

* For the diffuseness of behavior in a person who is insecure, see A. H. Maslow, 
The Dynamics of Psychological Security-Insecurity, Character and Personalittj 
10:331-344 (1942). 



66 Human nature in politics 

to feed the infant. An adult who is in need of affection will seek out 
friends and a spouse in order to relieve this tension. An adult who 
has become a citizen— a member of the political community— will seek 
political relief for internal tensions resulting from such needs as phys- 
ical hunger, social hunger, hunger for self-esteem, and so on, when he 
sees political means as appropriate or necessary devices to relieve his 
tensions. 

The living human organism is not content with a state of complete 
absence of tension. That is, once a need has been satisfied— often even 
before— another one is generated. Once a person has a full belly and 
the assurance that he can continue to fill it periodically, he develops 
new needs and therefore new tensions. Some positive, pleasant as- 
pects of tension (like pursuing a career), along with some unusual and 
strongly negative ones (like food-hunger), were the major concern of 
the previous discussion on human needs in politics. This present dis- 
cussion has more to do with more usual tensions in more normal cir- 
cumstances, which are nonetheless unpleasant. 

The problem of unpleasant tension has been a major concern of 
students of the human mind at least since Freud. Freud himself was 
unhappy with his inability to conceptualize in a definitive form the 
problem of tension and so have been his successors. Various names 
have been applied to unpleasant kinds of tension, names like anxiety, 
frustration, insecurity, and fear. For our purposes the two most use- 
ful terms relating to unpleasant mental tension are anxiety and fear. 
Fear is intense, short in duration, specific, and is usually related to 
physical survival. For example, if a mountaineer saw a bear running 
down the trail in his direction he might fear that the bear would kill 
him. Anxiety, on the other hand, is clironic, relatively low level (tliat 
is, not intense), and vague. For example, a fellow might be anxious 
about whether his girl really was going to marry liim or not. It would 
make little sense to describe his state of mind as one of fear rather 
than anxiety. 

Without violating common usage we can say tliat a person is inse- 
cure when he is anxious and vice versa: the txvo terms are roughly 
synonymous. But the term frustration in its common usage is not pre- 
cisely s>monymous with anxiet>' or insecurity. Frustration usually 
connotes the interruption of an action by external forces, after its 
beginning in a need and before its consummation in the satisfaction 
of that need. (“My girl frustrates me. “That pile of work frustrates 
me.”) Anxiety connotes a mental condition of uncertainty about the 
satisfaction of the need. AiLxiety, in common usage, emphasizes in- 
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ternal causes of the state of mind, and frustration emphasizes external 
causes. 

For our purposes it is probably just as well to consider anxiety 
and frustration as being almost synonymous terms, in light of the basic 
supposition tliat all behavior is a function of the interaction of the 
organism and the environment. The differing connotations of the term 
are useful but not vital. If the organism had no need it would not be 
frustrated: tlie existence of a need is as essential to frustration as is 
the interference with tlie satisfaction of that need by some external 
force. Attractive but unattentive young women do not usually frus- 
trate octogenarian men. Work does not disturb a happy hobo. 
Furthermore, it seems clear that a need can be frustrated not simply 
as a result of external forces— environmental forces— but also as a re- 
sult of a conflict between different organic needs, like the need for 
food and tlie need for affection. 

Vague anxiety and specific fear 

The distinction between anxiety and fear is far more important. 
Fear is apt to produce a prompt reaction either to remove the object 
of fear from oneself or oneself from tlie object of fear. For example, 
the mountaineer approached by a bear would either try to hide, run 
away, or shoot. Anxiety on the other hand is chronic and vague. It 
endures over a long period of time and is harder to locate than even 
a black bear in a dark forest. It produces a different kind of reaction. 
One does not know quite what is the cause for his anxiety and, partly 
for that reason, he does not know quite what to do. 

Unlike the hero in the wild-west movie who has no trouble in dis- 
tinguishing the villain by his dark beard and sinister look, the person 
who is anxious cannot readily picture what his problem is, what the 
source of his anxiety is. For example, he may not know whether to 
marry the girl or not. He does not know her well enough and she 
doesn’t know him and he doesn’t know himself well enough. Should 
a mother spank a child or not? Should slie send him to bed for pun- 
ishment or not? The immediate result of spanking or of sending to 
bed may be apparent but the consequences of it are not. And only 
by the slow process of trial-and-error learning, plus a somewhat 
anxious reading of the latest literature on child raising, is a mother 
relieved to a very limited degree of the anxiety she has about how to 
raise a child— how to reward him and how to punish him. 

In politics one is seldom faced directly with issues that arouse fear 
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and is often faced with problems that arouse anxiety of a mild or 
severe sort. For example, should one vote for candidate X or candi- 
date Y in a crucial election? In a crucial time in the history of ones 
country, should he align himself with the past or with tlie future, in 
opposition to or support of a revolution? If so, which past? What 
truly uncertain or falsely certain future? The very nature of policy 
decisions in a society makes for a state of anxiety. The very issues that 
are up for public consideration and decision are those which are most 
difficult to make because the source of the difficulty is uncertain and 
the solution for it is even more so. Following the French Revolution, 
the control of policy decisions passed to a broad middle class from a 
semi-feudal class linked with the clergy and the court. There was no 
precedent for doing this. Botli bourgeoisie (the new, broad popular 
base for the new ruling class) and the new rulers themselves were 
unaccustomed to the exercise of political power. Once this exciting 
but anxiety-inducing problem was solved and suffrage later became 
universal, new worries arose, like the problem of t>Tanny supported 
by a broad populace. When suffrage became universal one could not 
deny tlie problem by saying that now everybody is taking part in the 
gON’ernmental process and that everybody cannot be a tyrant— in 
France or anywhere else. 

The following diagram indicates how these concepts are related to 
each other in the ensuing discussion. At the same time this diagi'am 
indicates what degree of anxiety or fear is related to effectiveness of 
response to the threat involved. A starting notion— little more tlian a 
tautology— is this: the more specific the threat, the more fear-inducing 
it is; the more vague the threat, the more anxiety-inducing it is. A 
furtlier notion is that when the threat is very vague or very specific, 
that is, induces a high degree of anxiety or fear, a person is less likely 
to take effective action in response to the tlircat than when the threat 
is less \ ague or less specific. A person can, so to speak, die from terror 
of ghosts or from fear of an onrushing bear. Correlatively, the modal 
point of the cur\’e running from extreme anxiety to extreme fear sug- 
gests that a moderate degree of anxiety or fear is necessary for the 
person to take effective action in response to the threat. In other 
words, if he lacks the kind of tension in a real but moderate degree 
that is called mild anxiety or mild fear, he will do nothing effective. 
Tension of one sort or the other is necessary for the individual to take 
effective action in response to the tlireat. 



69 



Examples; 

la-A person believes he is utterly incapable of coping with life’s problems; re- 
lapses into apathy or despair. 

-A person believes he can do nothing al>out broad public problems and neither 
can government; withdraws his attention from politics. 

1/-A person is suddenly confronted by a maniac with a knife; just stands there, 
or faints. 

-A person is convinced atomic holocaust will take place next Thursday; aban- 
dons all activity. A person is picked up by state police for political reasons 
and tlren released; avoids all political involvement. 

2a— A person feels too regularly defeated by problems he once could solve but 
now cannot; talks with friends, the priest or minister, or a psychiatrist. 

-A person feels impotent to prevent unemployment but thinks government 
can; joins authoritarian political movement. 

2/-A person driving a car at 70 mph (113 kph) sees two cars collide on the 
highway; slows down to 60 mph (97 kph). 

-A person fears invasion of his country by armed forces of a truculent neigh- 
boring country; ceases opposing the draft or even volunteers for military serv- 
ice. 

3o-A person is anxious about a heart attack; takes out an insurance policy and 
gets regular medical check-ups. 

-A person has a job and unemployment insurance but is anxious about unem- 
ployment; votes for a candidate who says he will boost the economy. 

3/— A person is confronted by a robber; either hits him or runs away. 

-A person fears a hostile country is gaining a clear lead in military prepared- 
ness; agrees to greater government expenditures for new weapons and to 
higher taxes. 
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More or less, but not all or none 

If this conceptualization of these kinds of tensions makes sense it 
then follows, logically and psychologically speaking, that the orgamsm 
cannot truly be said to be in search of complete security or the cessa- 
tion of anxiety or fear but rather in search of a modal course in which 
there is tension, but not hypertension: fear, but not panic; anxiety, 
but not collapse. This notion runs counter to the belief that the main 
thing people want in life is security, that is, complete freedom from 
anxiety or fear. At the same time it runs counter to the notion that 
people want no security, that is, want to maintain a continuous state 
of either severe anxiety or deep fear. This notion further contradicts 
the belief that people pursue security for its own sake, that is, are 
concerned primarily with the relief of tension just for the sake of relief 
of tension. People pursue the relief of tension in order to satisfy the 
basic needs (the physical, social, self-esteem, and self-actualization 
needs. When they have satisfied one need or have become secure in 
the ability to satisfy tliat need, they are ready to pursue another one, 
reverting to concern with tliat prior need only when it is itself threat- 
ened. The goal of the organism is not the relief of tension as such 
but the achievement of a state of optimum tension which avoids the 
extremes of utter deprivation on the one hand and of paralyzing fear 
or anxiety on the other. Utter lack of need and of need satisfaction is 
one way to define death itself. 

A continuing state of fear of a severe sort on tlie one hand or pro- 
found anxiety on the other is apt to throw the organism into a state 
of mental collapse. It might even be more appropriate to say that a 
severe state of fear is likely to produce a mental explosion into the 
panic of violent action, and that a severe, profound state of anxiety 
is apt to produce a mental implosion into apatlry and despair. The 
important point is that severe fear or severe anxiety, more likely than 
moderate fear or anxiety, produces action or inaction which is dys- 
functional to the liealth and continued existence of the organism in its 
lifelong process of satisfying needs, ranging from the physical all the 
way to tlie self-actualization. 

The etiology of anxiety and fear 

What has been said thus far serves to conceptualize political tension. 
It does not, except by unavoided implication, ex'plain either its causes 
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or its consequences. In this section I will indicate what seem to be 
the most common causes of anxiety and fear and in the next section 
consider some of their manifestations, first on an experimental and 
abstract level, mainly from psychological writings, and then on a so- 
cial and political level. 

Earlier in this chapter I indicated that the deprivation or frustra- 
tion of a basic need (that is, an internal organic need, whether phys- 
ical or mental) is a cause of anxiety. Freud conceived of anxiety as 
a manifestation of internal danger, resulting for example, from a frus- 
tration of the demands of the libido and the superego. Freud further 
said that anxiety is a reaction to internal danger and that fear is a 
reaction to external danger. 

Following the formula B = /(SO), we may more appropriately say 
that the deprivation or frustration of a basic need can originate either 
within or without the organism and necessarily involves tlie interac- 
tion between the organism and the environment. For example, we 
know that the organism has a need for air: it must breathe. The pro- 
found fear state-approaching panic-that the organism manifests when 
it is deprived of air is a consequence of the organism’s need for air. 
On the other hand, if the supply of air from tlie environment is un- 
interrupted the organism’s need is satisfied. We thus can say equally 
well that the cause for the extreme anxiety or fear state following 
deprivation of air is environmental in origin. The more modern fol- 
lowers of Freud like Erich Fromm, Karen Homey, and Harry Stack 
Sullivan have, unlike Freud, tended to be preoccupied with the en- 
vironment as the source of anxiety, saying in effect that anxiety is not 
a danger signal from within, but a danger signal from without. 

The sense of the matter seems to lie in neither direction— in concen- 
trating exclusively on the environment or tlie organism. It seems, in 
other words, better to say that mental tension is a result of an acti- 
vated need within the organism, interacting with a depriving environ- 
ment in such a way as to produce an anxiety or fear slate. As long as 
we are aware of this basic interrelation between the organism and 
tlie environment we can appropriately, for shorthand purposes, say 
that the cause for an anxiety is social in origin. We can say this, liow- 
ever, only when there is not the generation of a new need within the 
organism but only the deprivation of an existing need-and we can 

say this only for shorthand purposes when we wish to focus our atten- 
tion on frustrating environment. 

Anxiety and fear may arise from the conflict between two or more 
needs. For example, a person may need both food and affection and 
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be torn behveen gratifying one or the other when he cannot gratify 
both: a person who is hungry may not know whether to snatch a bite 
of food or to give the bite of food to a child or to a parent. Similarly 
a person may be tom between a need for affection and a need for 
esteem in the eyes of others. That is, he may be in conflict over the 
deprivation of affection of others that is involved in his standing out 
from others-for example, e.xcelling in a particular task which produces 
envy on the part of others and therefore deprives him of their af- 
fection. There might be a conflict in the mind of a person between 
his needs for food and for self-actuahzation. The classic case is the 
artist or writer starving in a garret in order to paint or write. The 
decision-making process for the person who wants to exceed and gain 
social esteem without losing the affection of others is bound to produce 
an anxiety state, at least until the decision is made to pursue one need 
or the other. So also will the person be anxious who likes to eat and 
likes to paint and, when he has to choose between the two occupa- 
tions, cannot make up his mind. 

Anxiety may also arise from a conflict between a basic need and 
internalized social rules. No child is taught that it is wrong to eat. 
At the same time children in most societies are taught that it is wrong 
to steal food. If a person is hungry and sees stealing as the only way 
by wliicli he can get food, he will be in an anxiety state until he makes 
up his mind either to remain hungry or to steal the food. If he steals, 
he probably will be in an anxiety state afterwards, as a result mini- 
mally of the mild fear of being caught and maximally of the guilt he 
feels as a result of doing sometliing which, by the rules he has learned 
and absorbed and made liis own, he believes he must not do. 

Anxiet)' may also arise from a conflict between different social val- 
ues. For example, in a particular society there may be tlie conflict- 
ing N'alues of success and excellence on the one liand and conformity 
and togetherness on the other. If a society values both tliese things 
and values them \’ery liiglily and if tliey are in conflict— which inher- 
ently they seem to be— a person who succeeds has the problem of 
indicating to others tliat he is really no different from those who have 
not succeeded. The person who has not succeeded but has conformed 
lias a problem of indicating to the society' that he has succeeded at the 
same time that he has conformed, and he may try to put on a good 
show of success to convince otliers and himself that he is meeting not 
just one but both of the social values in his particular society. 

Another kind of conflict among different social values is that be- 
tween respect for authority and for freedom. In any orderly society 
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authority has a high value. In any good orderly society, freedom also 
has a high value. What does a person do when authority says he 
should do one thing and his desire to be free says he should do an- 
other? This internal desire is reinforced by the value placed on it by 
society. Does he disobey the law? Does he even, as a revolutionary, 
disobey tlie written or unwritten constitution in order to be free, or 
does he disobey the social value placed on freedom and resign himself 
to a simple obedience to authority? Again, until such a conflict is 
resolved by a person either obeying authority or pursuing freedom, 
the individual is bound to be anxious. 

Another source of anxiety is the conflict between habit and custom 
on the one hand and emergent needs on the other. This is distin- 
guished from the previous category, in wliich there is a conflict be- 
tween different social values, in that habits and customs are rather sat- 
isfying, and a person who wants to govern his life by habit and custom 
can do so with a high degree of security. However, if he persists in 
the satisfaction of things within the framework of habit and custom 
he may be thwarting a set of needs witliin him which demand that he 
break away from habit and custom. When he is faced with this di- 
lemma he will develop anxiety. 

One example of this is the African raised in a tribal background 
who has come in contact with a missionary or some other European 
who has introduced into the African’s tribal society a new set of indi- 
vidualistic values, including equal human dignity and self-actualiza- 
tion. Another instance of such a conflict between habit and custom 
and emerging needs is involved in the social class system. If tlie class 
structure has become increasingly— more precisely, uncomfortably— 
rigid, is it to be allowed to persist or are efforts to be made to intro- 
duce either a new class system or an open, classless society? In such 
a case the person gets a sense of security within a social class just as 
did the African within his tribe, but again he is in conflict with his 
desires— with potentialities he has— which cannot be realized within 
his status in the existing social class system. What is he going to do- 
will he stay within his class, remain content with it for his life and the 
life of the children to come, or will he become an advocate or at least 
an adherent of a social movement which calls for establishing an open 
class system or a classless society? 

In very broad terms the same thing was involved in the changeover 
during the Protestant Reformation from the religious monopoly, at a 
time when evidently a great amount of frustration l)ad been stored up 
in individuals throughout Western Europe. They opposed this re- 
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ligious monopoly because in the sixteenth century it seemed so stifling 
to the development of things which the individuals in these societies 
now wanted to develop. The church had probably not changed so 
much as had individuals’ expectations. This problem, again as in the 
previous examples, is one in which individuals by the millions or at 
least thousands had to decide what they were to do. Were they to 
remain within the religious institution which they had inherited and 
which had existed for over a tliousand years, or were they to give it 
up and venture onto the dangerous shores of religious pluralism and— 
even more anxiety-inducing— individualism of a rank sort? 

Tension may also arise when there is a considerable discrepancy 
between one’s aspirations and his capacity to achieve them. When this 
is blamed by the individual on the existing social structure and po- 
litical power structure, the tensions generated may induce the person 
to accept social and political change, so that he may realize his as- 
pirations. 

One example of this is the person who during a depression has had 
to forego his plans for getting an education in order to get a job and 
support his family. Anotlier case is the obvious one of a person in a 
rebellious state of mind in a society where he feels hemmed in, pushed 
down, and pushed back by the social system as it is maintained by the 
established upper classes of the society. Still another illustration, a 
ratlier special one, is that of the individual of extraordinary energy and 
extraordinary aspirations who feels that the social system and power 
stiucture of the society have denied liim his appropriate place as a 
leader witliin a constitutional society. A closely related example is 
the demagogue or revolutionary leader who uses tire aspirations of 
others, similarly repressed but less gifted than he is, to further his own 
ambitions. 

General tension and dysfunctional action 

The most significant thing about tension is that it is a general state 
of mind derived from tlie unsatisfied condition of basic needs but 
not necessarily from any particular one of the several basic needs. To 
use an example from the physical world, a rock may become warm or 
hot either as a result of being in a fire or as a result of long exposure 
to the sun on a hot summer day. The heat of the rock is measurable in 
degrees quite regardless of the soiurce. Similarly a person may become 
anxious or frustrated as a result of the deprivation of a physical need, 
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conflict between two or more needs, conflict between different social 
values, and so on. But his state of mind is tlie same: like the rock that 
is warm or hot, he is internally agitated about something outside him- 
self. The heat within him is politically relevant when the forces that 
he blames for inliibiting his desires are social and political. He wants 
to reduce this intolerable state of tension by whatever means he can, 
often with little regard for how appropriate or inappropriate the means 
of relieving the tensions are. 

This is not to say that his action will be necessarily dysfunctional, 
or irrational. At least momentarily, it will relieve his tension. To take 
a nonpolitical example, a child punished by her mother for refusing 
to eat and throwing food on the floor may, being unable to react 
against her mother, spank or kick or verbally punish her doll. Such 
action is probably inappropriate with respect to the cause of tension, 
the punishment received from the mother, but may nevertlieless relieve 
the tension. And the child may then proceed to eat her food. Simi- 
larly, when a young man is angry with his father for denying him an 
education, he may blame the government; conversely, if he does not 
get an education and is angry with the government for not providing 
it, he may renounce his father. What this does mean is that, as the 
anxiety state becomes more profound and endures for a longer period 
of time, an individual is more likely to engage in action which is dys- 
functional. He is more likely, so to speak, to blame his father when 
the government is at fault or to blame the government when his father 
is at fault. 

An appropriate political example is the case of an African tribes- 
man who forsakes his village in order to become free in a town. He 
is abandoning something which is of clear positive value to him— the 
predictability of an orderly society run in a constitutional manner— in 
order to gain freedom and independence. If his reaction were pre- 
cisely functional to a variety of things he wanted he would not aban- 
don his adherence to constitutionalism as such in tlie interest of gain- 
ing freedom, but would insist that he have both constitutionalism and 
freedom in the city where he goes. He does not in fact get both: he 
loses constitutionalism in order to gain a kind of freedom, because his 
interest in constitutionalism, that is, in a predictable political process, 
is outweighed by the frustrations which accompanied the constitu- 
tional system in the tribal village. 

In a sense dysfunctionality or irrational behavior is the dangerous 
consecjuence of social hypertension. If the tensions which are nor- 
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mal in a society become too aggravated they are likely to produce 
behavior which indeed may relieve the frustration rather well but re- 
place it with other frustrations that were nonexistent in the previous 
social conditions. Later we will consider this more fully. Now let us 
consider some experimental and abstract observations about anxiety 
and then look at some social and political manifestations of these 
findings. 

Experiznente with anxiety 

Starting in Russia about 1900 Ivan Petrovich Pavlov began a series 
of experiments in conditioned reflexes, using dogs as the subjects. The 
general results of his experiments are well known, namely, that estab- 
lishing an association in the dog’s mind behveen an artificial stimulus 
and tlie reward of food caused the dog to salivate when only the arti- 
ficial stimulus was introduced. The dog, which normally salivated 
only when it saw or smelled food, now salivated when a bell was 
rung or a light went on or when he received some other associated 
stimulus. 

In one of the experiments a dog developed a conditioned reflex of 
salivating when his skin was stimulated at the rate of 24 impulses per 
minute. The dog was also trained to stop drooling when touched at 
the rate of 12 times per minute. Under botli sets of circumstances the 
dog behaved in a predictable fashion: it regularly salivated when 
touched at the rate of 24 times per minute and regularly stopped when 
touched at the rate of 12 times per minute. 

In one variation of the experimental procedure, the dog was touched 
at the rate of 12 times per minute and immediately thereafter touched 
at tlie rate of 24 times per minute. Under the previous behavior of the 
dog it should not have salivated during the first part of this procedure 
and then should have started to salivate when the rate was doubled. 
But in this case tlie dog stopped salivating altogether despite the nor- 
mal stimulus for salivation and also stopped responding positively to 
other kinds of stimulus which had previously produced sahvation— a 
whistle, a lamp, and a metronome. 

Why did tills occur? The rate of stimulation for both salivating and 
not salivating had previously been clearly distinguishable by the dog, 
and it had responded in a predictable fashion. Now suddenly the dog 
acts in a strange manner. The explanation advanced by Pavlov is 
that tliis unusual response was “due to a conflict between the processes 
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of excitation and inhibition which the cortex finds difficult to resolve.” ^ 
To put it in terms used in this chapter the dog was suffering from a 
state of intolerable tension such that its response was not to act in a 
rational or functional manner but rather to withdraw from the prob- 
lem altogether. 

An American psychologist, N. R. F. Maier, has conducted a set of 
experiments that more explicitly examine this phenomenon which 
Pavlov noted, namely, the behavior of animals under highly stressful, 
frustrating circumstances. Maier’s experimental situation included a 
small platform fastened underneath to a vertical rod. A rat placed 
on the platform could not get off it, save by jumping. Approximately 6 
to 12 inches from this pedestal were two doors covered by cardboard 
cards. If the rat jumped to one door it was rewarded with food. If 
it jumped to the other door it got a bump on the nose and fell to a 
canvas suspended on springs about two feet below the platform. After 
training the rats so that they were used to going to one door where 
they would get food, the experimenter then began to randomize the 
process so that half the time when the rat jumped to the door beyond 
which he was accustomed to find food he got the food; the other half 
of the time he got a bump on the nose and fell to tlie canvas below. 

As a result of tliis the rats tended to freeze on the platform and to 
refuse to jump, when they only had a 50-50 chance of getting food. 
To encourage them to jump, the experimenter attached a hose to the 
platform which sent an uncomfortable blast of air against the rear of 
the rat. A curious thing then developed. The rats would continue to 
jump to the door to which they were accustomed, whether or not 
they got bumped. They would not try to redirect their behavior in a 
manner which would produce the reward of food and avoid the pun- 
ishment of getting bumped on the nose. They did make one change: 
they jumped towards the accustomed place and hit it with the side 
of their bodies rather than with their nose, thereupon falling to the 
canvas. 

Maier describes this phenomenon as behavior that is a consequence 
not of motivation but of frustration. The rat no longer has the ap- 
parent desire to get food but rather has the desire merely to relieve 
its frustrations and does so by jumping, in slightly changed manner, 
toward the door which he knows may or may not be blocked. Tliat is, 

® I. P. Pavlov, Conditioned Reflexes: An Investigation of the Physiological Ac- 
tivity of the Cerebral Cortex (C. V. Anrep, transl. ), London, Oxford University 
Press, 1927, 302. 



78 Human nature in politics 

he knows the food situation is unpredictable, but by jumping ofiF the 
platform he knows he can escape the blast of air on his rear. Maier 
does not adequately consider that escaping the blast was itself a goal, 
but this goal does not altogether account for the rat’s action.® 

An adequate explanation of Pavlov’s and Maier’s experiments would 
have to consider forces that existed before the tension that was delib- 
erately produced in the capricious experimental circumstances. But 
whatever the etiology of these two kinds of behavior, it seems clear 
that at least the immediately prior determinant of this behavior was 
the frustrating situation itself, that is, the inability of the organism to 
resolve external forces which were operating in opposite directions. 

An experimental study of anxiety was undertaken by Janis and 
Feshbach to find out the effect of anxiety on toothbrushing habits. 
Using high school students as subjects, the experimenters gave iden- 
tical instructions to all critical groups in the experiment on how they 
should take care of their teeth. They then told one group of sub- 
jects that if tliey failed to take good care of tlieir teeth they would get 
cavities and gum infections. They told another group that they would 
risk damage to their eyes, heart, joints, and kidneys and might even 
go totally blind. The result was that both the (former) minimally 
threatened group and the (latter) maximally threatened group re- 

3 Norman R. F. Maier, Frustration; The Study of Behavior without a Goal, New 
York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1949. In an experiment conducted with seven 
monke> s, Massi-rman and Pcchtel put a rubber snake in tlie monkeys’ food box at 
feeding time. Monkeys are very much afraid of snakes regardless, apparently, 
of whether they have ever seen a snake before or not. In this experiment the 
monkeys, experiencing conflict bctxveen Imnger and fear, developed persistent ten- 
sion and anxiety. In the authors’ words they all developed “various inhibitions, 
regressions, phobias, compulsions, organic dysfunctions, neuromuscular disabili- 
ties, sexual deviations and alterations in social relationships, and these symptoms 
were sufficiently persistent and progressive to constitute an experimental neurosis 
which seriously interfered with the health and well-being of the animal.” Ani- 
mals that had been at the top of the social hierarchy lost their dominant position 
to the others and food could be taken from them as readily as from those lower 
in the hierarchy. The hierarchy became flattened so that the group became rather 
tightly a group seeking escape and protection as a joint enterprise. The animals 
would cling to each other in fright. There was apparently no control group, 
though the conditioned response had been established successfully over a mini- 
mum of eight months. The investigators do not indicate how many times they 
had to introduce the rubber snake into the feed box before the neurosis devel- 
oi)cd. My summary gives only a brief hint of the various specific reactions to 
conflict as these are described in tlie report. [J. H. Masserman and C. Pechtel, 
Conflict-engendered Neurotic and Psychotic Behavior in Monkeys, Journal of 
Nervous and Mental Disease, 118; 408-411 (1953).] 
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tained the same amount of information on proper care of the teeth. 
But people in the minimally threatened group changed their tooth- 
brushing habits more significantly, in accordance with the instructions 
given for tooth care, tlian did people in the maximally threatened 
group.* 

In an experiment by Smock the subjects were first shown a card with 
a vague configuration and then successive cards widi increasing defi- 
nition of the figure ( e.g., the figures of a cat, the numeral 5, a vase, 
and a girl getting out of a bathtub). The critical group of subjects 
was put in a state of experimental stress. The subjects were tlien 
asked to tell what the figure was. Tlie critical (stress) group came 
to an earlier conclusion than did tlie control (secure) group, and had 
to see more cards before they correctly identified tlie figures.® 

All of tliese experiments involved tension induced by tlie experi- 
menter. In each, severe tension impaired performance. The question 
still remains whether tension not so induced— anxiety that reflects an 
enduring state of the personality— will produce the same results as 
anxiety that is briefly and experimentally induced. Docs, in otlier 
words, the chronically and generally anxious state of mind produce 
irrational or dysfunctional results? 

Else Frenkel-Brunswik posited the notion that, under some circum- 
stances at least, it does. Tlie experimental group that she studied 
were socially marginal public school students aged 11 to 16 who came 
from racially prejudiced families. She found that the subjects whose 
parents were marginal in tlieir social status and prejudiced could not 
express subtle or ambivalent opinions of their parents. They had a 
tendency to express freely to the interviewer rather stereotyped opin- 
ions about how their parents looked. On projective tests, which ex- 
posed impulses that they could not acknowledge in public, tliey exhib- 
ited considerable aggressive reactions to their parents. 

Frenkel-Brunswik also used a figure-recognition test on these sub- 
jects. A distinct picture of a dog was gradually changed to an amor- 

* I. L. Janis and S. Feshbach, Effects of Fear-arousing Communications, Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 48: 78-92 (1953). 

® C. D. Smock, The Influence of Psychological Stress on the Intolerance of Am- 
biguity, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 50: 177-182 (1955). See 
also E. L. Cowen, The Influence of Varying Degrees of Psychological Stress on 
Problem-solving Rigidity, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 47; 512- 
519 (1952). This study tried three groups on the Luchins water-jar test of men- 
tal set: a control group, a mild stress group, and a severe stress group, The con- 
trol group was less rigid In solving this problem than the mild stress group, and 
the mild stress group less rigid than tlie severe stress group. 
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phous picture which then gradually emerged into the clear figure of 
a cat. She found that, as the dog became less clearly dog-like, the 
marginal-prejudiced children persisted in calling it a dog longer than 
did the subjects used as a control group.® Other experiments have 
tended to corroborate the findings of Frenkel-Brunswik.^ Another 
experiment indicates that subjects with a pre-existing high-anxiety 
state performed better on a learning task than did those with a low 
level of anxiety, but that when stress was apphed to these two cate- 
gories during the experiment, the performance of those with pre- 
existing anxiety suffered more than did that of the low-anxiety 
category.® 

Tension quantified 

These data ranging from Pavlov to Frenkel-Brunswik and those who 
have worked within her frame of reference are in a real sense non- 
quantitative. With tlie exception of the toothbrush and water-jar 
tests, these experimenters evidently assume that a person is either 
very anxious or not very anxious at all and tend therefore to assume, 
witlmut really stating it, that they are talking about anxiety versus 
nonanxiety, about security versus insecurity. A more reasonable hy- 
potliesis as to tlie effect of anxiety is this: high anxiety produces greater 
distortions of perception than does low aaxiety, and the optimal level 
is not the minimal but rather a moderate level of anxiety. 

Part of the problem is related to the reluctance or inabihty of psy- 
chologists to tolerate an ambiguous conceptualization of anxiety, see- 
ing it as either existing or not existing in a particular person rather 
than existing at some level behveen minimum and maximum. A brief 
experiment involving a rather small number of cases reports that those 
who have a high anxiety level tend to read news of personal tragedy 

® E. Frenkel-Brunswik, Intoler.ance of Ambiguity as an Emotional and Perceptual 
Personalit>' Variable, Journal of Personalittj, 18: 108-143, at 128 (1949). 

^ See for example J. A. Taylor and K. W. Spence, The Relationship of Anxiety 
Level to Performance in Serial Learning, Journal of Experimental Psychology. 
44 : 61-64 (1952), which indicates that subjects who rated high in a test of 
manifest anxiety were slower to learn an experimental task than the “nonanxious" 
group; and V. Cervin, Experimental Investigation of Behaviour in Social Situations: 
I. Behaviour under Opposition, Canadian Journal of Psychology, 9: 107-116 
(1955), which indicates that “emotionally unstable” subjects were less likely than 
stable ones to shift their opinions during a discussion. 

* J. A. Taylor, The Effects of Aaxiety Level and Psychological Stress on Verbal 
Learning, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 57: 55-60 (1958). 
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relevant to themselves and not to be interested in news about prob- 
lems outside themselves. In reading news relevant to themselves 
these people are identifying themselves with people who have had 
comparable problems outside. Most people who are at a middle level 
of anxiety, so the experiment indicates, select news to read in a man- 
ner reflecting their desire to solve problems which are not directly 
personal. The low-Ievel anxiety people split their news reading be- 
tween personal and nonpersonal stories but read less of the nonpersonal 
news than do the middle-level anxiety people.® 

Far more persuasive than tliis brief but highly relevant finding is an 
intensive study of surgical patients.^" Using psychiatric procedures, 
Janis studied patients who were hospitalized for surgery of a moder- 
ately severe sort but not the kind that had a low recovery rate. The 
study was conducted over a five-month period and included 22 cases 
divided into high-, moderate-, and low-fear categories. He found con- 
sistently that the moderate-fear groups were better able than the high- 
and low-fear groups to stand the anticipation of the operation and 
its consequences during the recovery period. 

The desirability of a moderate degree of tension is argued at great 
length by Rollo May in his theoretical and clinical analysis of the 
anxiety problem. “ The argument which he advances is based on the 
speculative writings of Soren Kierkegaard, Erich Fromm, and several 
other modern psychoanalysts. He also presents facts which are com- 
parable to the Janis data and indicate on a clinical basis that a moder- 
ate degree of anxiety is better than either no anxiety or a very intense 
degree of it. 

Anxiety and identity 

One fundamental characteristic of anxiety is loss of a sense of iden- 
tity, of the distinction between the self and the outside world— that is, 
between the ego and the personal or natural environment, the environ- 
ment of people or things. In its extreme form this symptom produces 
what Freud called the “oceanic feeling." There is a “feeling of one- 
ness with the universe.” This means that the threat from without or 

® H. Kay, Toward an Understanding of News-reading Behavior, Journalism Quar- 
terly, 31s 15-32 (1954). 

Irving L. Janis, Psychological Stress, New York, Jolin Wiley and Sons, 1958. 

Rollo May, The Meaning of Anxiety, New York, The Ronald Press Co., 1950. 

** Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents, London, The Hogarth Press 
Ltd., 1930, 12-14, 21, 
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from within is no longer distinguished but is denied by being merged 
with the outside world. Freud describes this feeling as a return to the 
infantile state in which the child does not clearly distinguish between 
its self and the objects around it. Arthur Koestler in his reminiscence 
on e.xperiences during the Spanish Civil War indicates tliat he had 
arrived at such a state, after a period during which he never knew 
whether he would survive or be shot by a firing squad. He described 
his mental condition at times as one of “inner peace which I have 
known neither before nor since.” This extreme loss of identity as a 
symptom of extreme anxiety seems to be a symptom of even moderate 
anxiety and fear. When an individual senses over a considerable time 
period that he cannot resolve a conflict between his needs and the 
environment, etc., he has an intolerable sense of failure and tends to 
merge himself with the environment either by withdrawing from so- 
ciety or by pushing himself into the outside world. In either case he 
is distorting liimself and the outside world by breaking down the dis- 
tinction between himself and it.“ 

Rational and irrational responses to anxiety 

The irrational ways in which people cope with this phenomenon of 
anxiety, the ways they relieve the s>Tmptoms but not the illness itself, 
run the gamut probably of all neurotic behavior. They range from 
such phenomena as compulsion, projection of guilt outward, aggres- 
sion, displacement of aggression, ridicule of the cause of tension, iden- 
tification with the aggressor, identification with the defender (in which 
one delegates power not to the aggressive enemy but to the defender 
of one’s amorphous self), and to a withdrawal from the real world 
into a world of fantasy where the problems either do not exist or are 
automatically solved by magic helpers.^’ Aggression is another often 


Richard Crossman, cd., T/ic God That Failed, New York, Bantam Books, 1952, 
68. For a fuller account of this profound experience, see Arthur Koestler, The 
Invisdde Writing, Beacon Paperback ed., 1955, ch. 33, The Hours by the Window, 
345-353. 

For an exqmsite consideration of identification anxiety as it beset a rather 
prominent future reformer, during his fonnati\'e years, see Erik H. Erikson, Young 
Man Luther, New York, W. W. Norton & Co., 1958. 

See Anna Freud, The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defence, New York, Inter- 
national Universities Press, 1946. This analysis by Freud’s daughter mark's a 
real advance over his speculations and observations on neurosis. 
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irrational reaction to the kind of tension that is called frustration.'* 
Defense is another way in which the organism meets a threat from 
without and, as one writer points out," may often be confused with 
aggression. What to an outsider may appear to be aggressive action 
on the part of an actor, may in the mind of the actor be nothing other 
than defense. Hitler was disturbed at the Czechoslovakian threat 
before the Second World War; Stalin feared aggression from Yugo- 
slavia in 1948. In the armed clash in October 1962 between Indian 
and Chinese forces on the border between Tibet and India, both sides 
said they were acting in self-defense. 

AU of these various ways of irrationally dealing with the problem 
of anxiety may also operate to relieve not simply the symptoms but 
also— temporarily— the anxiety itself. For example, a person who is 
compulsive about honesty may get at least some relief from liis anxiety 
state by recognition and praise on the part of others of his honesty. 
A person who feels inadequate to solving a particular problem may, by 
identifying eitlier with an aggressor or a defender, at least for a time 
gain enough self-confidence to be able momentarily to stand on his 
own feet. Ihit these solutions that relieve symptoms of tension are 
like aspirin or antihistamines, which relieve the symptoms of a head 
cold. The real, that is the effective, rational, or functional relief from 
tension necessarily involves meeting the causes and not the symptoms 
of the causes. For example, a person who has anxiety about whether 
or not his girl really will marry him can relieve the tension by having 
her accept or- alternatively- reject him. The uncertainty of the situa- 
tion cannot long be resolved by withdrawing into a symptom-relieving, 
fantasy world of romantic novels or romantic movies. 

The different kinds of rational response to tension are doubtless as 
numerous as the problems which indiice it. In private life this means 
pursuing or fleeing from the girl until she rejects, accepts, or pursues 
him. In public life, that is in politics, one means of dealing with the 
source of aggression is by changing the aggressor to a friend. Another 
is to avoid him. Still another is to destroy him. 

In any event the solution would not develop if the person has so 
completely distorted reality by withdrawing from it as to give up com- 
pletely his own power to solve the problem. The citizen who feels that 
public problems are too complex for his understanding, and too large 

**John Dullard et al., Fruilralion and Aggreision, New Haven, Yale University 
Press, 1939. 

” C. Ichheiser, Frustration and Aggression or Frustration and Defense: A Counter- 
Itypothesis, Journal of General Psychology, 43: 125-129 (1950). 



84 Human nature in politics 

for him to be involved in making policy or selecting policymakers, 
does not really solve the problem by leaving these problems and their 
solutions to a political leader whom he trusts uncritically and com- 
pletely. The person who identifies with the aggressor, like the con- 
centration camp inmate who adopts the clothes and mannerisms of the 
guard, may get temporary relief from tension. But in the long run no 
solution is possible, short of ending the concentration camp situation 
by liberation or death. A person who speaks angrily in liis home of 
the stupidity or malice of a politician or of an enemy country does 
nothing really to solve the problem, unless such talk is precursor to 
action, such as voting against the politician he dislikes or supporting 
action by his government which may control the foreign aggressor. 

The fundamental point here is that where there is no tension, even 
in the unpleasant form of anxiety or fear, tliere cannot be any recog- 
nition of the problem that calls for solution. Whether some kinds of 
tension are more productive than otliers of problem-solving cannot be 
even guessed. All that I suggest here is that moderate tension is more 
producti\’c than either very high or very low tension. People without 
tension are like tliose who have gone to sleep in the middle of a road. 
If they fail to wake up before tlie first car comes along they are not 
likely to surv'ive. Even if they exaggerate the danger by seeing an 
approaching car as either a freight train or as Armageddon headed 
directly for them, they are more likely to take effective action than if 
they are asleep. Now let us consider the social and political manifes- 
tations of the unpleasant tension we call anxiety and fear. 


Social and political manifestations 

Up to this point we liave looked mainly at mental tension in indi- 
\iduals reacting in contiolled, closely observed circumstances. We 
have found a common pattern of behavior among a variety of experi- 
mental subjects in a variety of situations. We have found that Pavlov s 
dogs, Maier’s rats, and also tlie human subjects under e.xperimentally 
induced tension have exlubitcd more or less irrational, dysfunctional 
reactions. In each of these cases the beha\’ior that was a consequence 
of tension was not appropriate to a reduction of the tension, at least 
not of its real cause. We ha\ e looked at some experimental and hypo- 
thetical cases of irrational and rational relief of anxiety among people. 

Now we shall consider whether the same phenomena occur on a 
larger, real-life scale in broad social and cultural contexts. Do the 
plienomena of tension occur in the same ways when the circumstances 
in which the individual acts arc tlic looser, more tenuous ones relat- 
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ing to one’s role as a member of society and as a citizen, that is, a 
member of the polity? If the phenomena do not operate in the same 
way in the broad social and political context that they do in the 
laboratory, tlien there is no real relationship behveen the two worlds. 

An inarticulate premise of the work of physicists is tliat what they 
see in the laboratory is like the world outside. If light rays from some 
source bend as they pass through a prism, he tlien expects them to 
act so whether the light source is a candle, an electric lamp, or the sun 
millions of miles away. If a particular pattern on a spectrogram of a 
small flame indicates the presence of hydrogen in laboratory circum- 
stances, he tlien assumes that the same spectrogram taken from light 
coming through a telescope indicates the presence of hydrogen in a 
star being observed from a distance of millions of light-years. Unless 
the broad social world is not comparable to the small private world of 
the individual, and in that sense is unlike the natural world in its 
phenomena, we should expect to find comparable patterns of behavior 
under conditions of tension in both experimental and in natural, non- 
experimental social circumstances. 

Let us first look at some individual political leaders whose child- 
hood involved rather severe tension and then look at some behavior of 
ordinary citizens to see whether tension affects them the same as it 
does the political leaders. 

Five tense men who went into politics 

Abraham Lincoln was bom on the American frontier, wliere ex- 
istence itself was sometimes marginal. Wlien his father was a child 
of about six he had witnessed the killing of his own father by Indians 
and had himself barely escaped dead). Lincoln’s father, never very 
successful in farming, moved from one place to another in search for 
sometliing better, for a somewhat better condition of survival and not 
much more. The ancestry of Lincoln’s father was rather uncertain 
although he traced it back to a particular place in Pennsylvania. His 
mother’s ancestry was also uncertain but, Lincoln was sure, she was 
the illegitimate daughter of a Virginia gentleman. His ancestry on 
both sides was not likely to induce a sense of dignity and social be- 
longing. Lincoln's mother died of an uncertain illness when he was 
not yet ten years old and he had to help bury her. He was thus 
shocked and motherless at a very impressionable age. 

These various kinds of insecurity— insecurity as to survival itself, 
insecurity as to ancestry, insecurity as to personal affection (a sense of 
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belonging to somebody ) —were very severe in Lincolns case and in- 
duced a state of tension which persisted through liis life. Had it not 
been for the deep devotion and understanding of his stepmother, his 
“angel-mother,” it is hard to imagine Lincoln’s psychic survival. As 
life turned out for Lincoln, we may say that the quantum of tension 
he experienced and endured was probably a necessary ingredient of 
his great achievement. As life turned out for his fatlier, we may say 
the quantum of tension was a necessary ingredient of his failure.*® 
More specifically, the loss of a motlier is not the usual fate of children, 
but the loss of father at the hands of mysterious, “wild” Indians is a 
probable cause of more intense anxiety. Lincoln experienced the 
lesser, his father the greater, of these two traumata. 

In the ten or fifteen years before he became President, Lincoln had 
an opportunity to think out thoroughly and come to his own con- 
clusions on tlie major issues facing the country at the time, one of 
them being sla\ er>' and the other the peq^etuation of tlie union. There 
was no particular need for a person raised in liis background to face 
so directK' and intelligently the problems of his time. The relevant 
point here is that the tensions which became part of his personality 
appear to have contributed to causing him to de\'clop a solution for 
these problems and to have the necessary energy available to work out 
their solution during the terrible war years. The tension produced the 
energy that induced him to face things; it did not necessarily cause 
him to face these particular problems and certainly had notliing to do 
with the content of his solutions for them. 

To i)araphrase Lasswell, Lincoln displaced liis private tensions on 
public objects. Instead of resting satisfied witli a successful career as 
an attorney, he had to find or seek relief for Iiis tensions in a broader 
arena. In the process, he made it from the peripliery to the center 
of his Sf)ciety and culture. Bereft as Lincoln markedly was of private 
affection uninterrupted by death and illness— both as a child and as an 
adult in a not serenel)- happy maiTiagc— and bereft as a frontiersman 
of a mental condition of social identity in the greater American society, 
may it not be that these tensions and the ability to endure them were 

This assertion must naturally exclude the contributions lie willy-nilly made to 
the survival and growth of the only son of his who survived infancy. For Lincoln’s 
sense of duty and apathy or antipathy toward his father, see the letter Lincoln 
wrote to his sli-phrolhcr, three days before his very ill father died. [Roy P. 
Easier, Al>r(iham Liuci'lii: His Speeches and M'ri/ings, Cleveland & New York, 
The World Publishing Co., 1946, 259.] Lincoln did not attend lus father’s funeral. 
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necessary factors in composing the man who became the beloved Presi- 
dent of a very powerful country during its worst crisis? 

A hundred years later, the story of Senator Joe McCarthy’s life had 
much in common witli that of Lincoln. McCartliy too was born in a 
poor farming family, in a section of the country that was still rural 
and at a time when industry had pretty well swept even his native state 
of Wisconsin. His family had just moved from a log cabin to a frame 
house— moved from the bottom of the housing scale to a point some- 
what higher on the scale— before Joe, the fifth of nine children, was 
bom. His American-born father was half-Irish, half-German. His 
mother was born in Ireland. Like Lincoln, McCarthy was an awk- 
ward, shy, highly sensitive, physically unattractive cliild. Taunted 
by his fellow pupils, he was socially backward in and out of school. 
He withdrew into himself. Again like Lincoln, he knew constant hard 
work on a farm where the problem was not one of differing degrees 
of prosperity but one of survival. His first success came as an ado- 
lescent when he started raising chickens. He did so for four years, 
with enormous success. Then as a result of illness, he had to turn the 
chicken farm over to the care of inexperienced friends who allowed 
the chickens to take sick and die. Success was topped by failure. 

The various frustrations of his life up to this point helped build up 
such an enormous degree of tension within liim that for the balance of 
his career his high energy was productive of great fame and success. 
In liis case it was not until four years after he became a senator that 
he hit upon the problem of domestic Communism, which had already 
so agitated his countrymen. For the next four years he occupied in- 
creasingly and so completely the attention of the public that almost 
all otlier problems were subordinated to the one wliich he gave voice 
to. It seems reasonable to suppose that, like Lincoln, he was displac- 
ing his private tensions on public objects and in the process making 
it from the periphery to the center of his society and culture. 

Thomas Masaryk, the founder of the Czechoslovak republic, came 
from a background that was so lowly as .scarcely to be marginal to 
anytliing below it. His father was a serf who worked on a crown 
estate belonging to the Austrian Imperial government. He was born 
seven months after his parents’ marriage. His father was a Slovene 
and his mother a Germanized Czech who could read German but not 
Czech, As a child he had day-to-day reminders of the great social gap 
separating him from those whom his father and he had to serve. His 
record in school was excellent and he was headed for a teaching 
career, but the project had to be abandoned after two years in a 
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technical school (Realschule) because of the family’s poverty. He 
then became, in succession, the apprentice of a locksmith and of a 
blacksmith. These jobs had such limited prospects as to portend re- 
turning to the static status of his father after losing the chance to rise 
socially as a teacher. 

This young man, a countryboy in background like Lincoln and 
McCarthy, finally made it to the center of the society of his time, to 
Vienna, by dint of his scholarly excellence. His marginality was an- 
cestral and social, as the son of a Slavic serf and as a member of an 
ethnic minority that was looked upon with contempt by the dignified 
Germanic culture of Vienna. In a sense the public life of Masaryk 
was a continuing record of his reaction against the tensions induced 
by his social and ethnic marginality as a boy and young man. He 
developed a strong pride in his cultural and social background as a 
Czechoslovak. At the same time he realized the marginal position of 
his own culture, wliich was squeezed between the Culture of Eastern 
Europe under tlie leadership of Russia and Western Europe under 
the leadersliip of Austria, Germany, France, and England. He gained 
political prominence at last during tlie First World War, when the 
Austro-Hungarian empire started to crumble, and he succeeded in 
getting the support of Woodrow Wilson and others in establishing the 
new Czechoslovak republic. 

It seems more reasonable to suppose that he developed the political 
personality that he did partly because of the marginality of his back- 
ground than to suppose no connection between the two. The tension 
that he had as a child and young man found relief in the form of 
intense political activity. 

Adolf Hitler came from similarly marginal circumstances— marginal 
not only socially but also emotionally. His fatlier, Alois, was the ille- 
gitimate son of an itinerant miller and a 42-year-old peasant woman 
who died when Alois was 10 years old— 5 years after the marriage 
had been celebrated. Adolf’s grandfather did not legally acknowledge 
that he was the father of Alois until Adolfs father, Alois, was 39 years 
old. Alois was raised by his father’s brother, a peasant married to a 
peasant woman 15 years older than himself. Following the pattern 
of his foster parents, Adolfs father first married a woman 14 years 
older than himself. His second marriage was to a young hotel cook 
whom he had started living with before his wife’s death and whom he 
married thereafter. His third marriage w'as to a second cousin 28 
years younger than he. Adolf w'as the tliird and oldest surNiving child 
of this marriage. When Adolf was bom his father was already 53 



Political tension 


89 


years old and distant, not only temporally but also emotionally, from 
his son. Constantly criticized and depreciated by his fatlier, Adolf 
was as constantly indulged by his doting mother. She perhaps found 
in her son a source of affection which was unavailable in her husband, 
who was indeed more than twice as old as she when Adolf was bom. 
Having risen from social squalor, Adolfs fatlier was determined that 
his son acquire the status and prestige which he had as a minor official 
of the government, rather than sink back into ancestral wretchedness 
or become a worthless artist. When Adolf was 13 years old liis father 
died, leaving him freer to pursue his own artistic talents. His mother’s 
weak insistence that Adolf follow in the footsteps of his father passed 
for naught. 

As a young yokel of indefinite talent and definite emotional insta- 
bility, Adolf went to Vienna to study art a few years before the First 
World War broke out. He had little success in studying art (and 
architecture), but he had enormous success in developing a twisted 
understanding of the social life, racial heterogeneity, and politics of 
polycultural Vienna. His mother died a year after Adolf got to Vienna, 
leaving him now bereft of the one source of personal affection which 
he had known throughout his life. On the eve of tile war he was 
virtually an orphan not just in the physical but also in the emotional 
sense. A failure at art and a failure in social relations, he was in 
essence a profound personal failure. 

When the war came he at last had an opportunity to find himself 
—in combat, not as a soldier of his native Austria but in the army of 
the Germany he admired so greatly. His physical injuries suffered 
in the dedicated service of his adopted fatlierland gave liim a manifest 
excuse for developing the political outlook which he did— an outlook 
which is almost the epitome of frustration. Bom across the river from 
Germany, raised by an unapproachable father and a weak and doting 
mother, rejected in Vienna as a submarginal artist, rejected even in tlie 
German army by his fellow soldiers as a fanatical superpatriot, and 
after the war a wounded veteran who neurotically seemed to have no 
real desire to satisfy the usual needs of a thirty-year-old bachelor but 
merely to perpetuate his frustrations. Hitler became the embodiment 
of a frustrated nation. 

It is conceivable that a person bom on the German side of the river 
with a father who was not so much older than he, with a mother who 
was stronger, and with a little more talent in art could have become a 
successful politician. It is much more likely that such a person would 
have become a moderately successful artist or architect. As in the case 
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of Lincoln, McCarthy, and Masaryk the frustrations which Hitler en- 
dured as a child and as a young man seem inescapably to constitute 
one cause for his becoming the kind of political leader that he did. 

Ultimately the frustrations found release in a classic case of the 
Freudian death instinct, with Hitler pursuing his own destruction be- 
cause of the inability to find affirmative satisfaction for his strong emo- 
tional and artistic needs. He seemed bent not only on self-destruction 
but also on the destruction of tlie German nation. Determined to 
make the process of self-destruction a social one, he gained— or at least 
felt that he had gained— in the mid-1930s a measure of emotional ac- 
ceptance, of love, from the Gennan people that relieved the frustration 
of his childhood and youtli in Vienna. But in his rage he found it im- 
possible to give a constructive turn to this emotional attacliment he 
had developed, and so had to destroy it and himself in the process of 
^\•aging a fatal war. Unable to love others (with the e.xception of his 
mother and later his niece, Geli Raubal, the daughter of Iiis half 
sister), he turned to hatred. Unable to create artistically and to build 
architecturalh’, he sought first the destruction of tlie outside world, 
then of Germany, and finally himself. Even when compared witli 
McCarthy it is hard to imagine a clearer case of displacing private 
aggressions on public objects than that presented by Hitler: frustra- 
tion produced not only aggression but also death. 

Our fifth political leader, Vladimir Ulyanov (Lenin), was indeed, 
like the four others, born in the provinces— but of a family that was 
highly respected in the local community', on grounds not of hereditary 
disfinelion Init of actual accomplishment. Lenin’s father came from a 
pi-lty-bourgoois background that evidently carried greater prestige 
than that ol the fathers of the four previous leaders. Me finished his 
university education with the help of an older brother and became a 
school inspector, tlie liead educational figure in a province southea.st 
of Moscow during tlic time of educational e.xpansion after the eman- 
cipation of serfs in liifil. Lenin’s mother was the daughter of a Volga- 
Cerinan physician. The stable, prestigious social background of Lenin 
is in striking contrast to the poor, even scpialid background of each of 
tlie other four leaders. 

Lenin’s childhood was not generally frustrated. Me respected his 
father anti loved his mother, and these relationships were apparently 
reciprocal betwetm parents and child. He had a \cr\’ close and favor- 
able emotional relationship with his siblings, particularly with his bril- 
liant. hv persensitive brotlier Alexander and liis most gifted sister Olga. 

Tlie frustiations for Lenin came significantly later, not in childhood 
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but in adolescence. His father died when he was sixteen years old, 
five years after the political reaction that followed the assassination 
of Alexander II in 1881. Lenin witnessed the effects on his father of 
the partial destruction by governmental reaction of the work of a life- 
time in building a provincial educational system. A year after his 
father’s death Lenin experienced the execution of his beloved brother 
Alexander for implication in a plot to assassinate Alexander III. This 
profound shock occurred while Lenin was finisliing gymnasium in 
preparation for entrance into a university. Three montlis after he was 
finally admitted in 1887 to tlie University of Kazan he was e.xpelled 
from the university and the city, partly because of his brother’s terror- 
ist activities and execution. In 1888 he finally was able to continue 
his education in Kazan, but not at the university, as a result of his 
motlier's negotiations with friends of her deceased husband. Witliin 
three years Lenin was just starting to take tlie final examinations in 
law at the University of St. Petersburg when his sister Olga, also 
studying at the university, died of typhoid. 

The striking difference betxveen Lenin and the four others is that 
his anxiety and frustration more clearly and objectively came not only 
from private but also from broad social circumstances maintained by 
tlie ruling class. Whereas psychic traumata had occurred to the four 
others at a very early age, Lenin had a background of relative se- 
curity and self-confidence as a child. As an adolescent he was faced 
with the world crashing down about his ears. For him tliere was a 
striking contrast between deep emotional security as a child and pro- 
found insecurity as an adolescent following the death of his father, 
brother, and sister. 

Lenin developed a unique set of attitudes and beliavior patterns 
induced by his anxieties and fnistrations. The conflict between him 
and society, unlike that of the previous leaders, was not so emotion- 
ally personal. It was not hard or inappropriate for him not to blame 
himself for failure. His conflict could become impersonal and ob- 
jective as a result of his ability— realistically explainable— to blame his 
own frustrations on the ruling structure of tlie society in which as a 
young man he was preparing for a career. Like Hitler, whose action 
pattern was rather largely destructive, even niliilistic, and only to a 
limited degree constructive, Lenin reacted to personal frustration by 
seeking destruction of the established ruling class; but unlike Hitler 
he reacted by helping to create a new society which would supposedly 
avoid the injustices of the old, and freely provide to everyone the 
opportunities which had been denied to him. 
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Had he experienced not childhood fulfillment but the emotional 
deprivation which Hitler experienced, and to a lesser degree Mc- 
Carthy, it is conceivable that Lenin would have devoted his career 
merely to the destruction of the existing social and political order 
rather than going on as he did to the construction of a new order. 
The pattern of his political action nevertheless calls for an explana- 
tion in terms of irrational consequences of his frustration, just as in 
the case of the others. 

If the irrational sources of his action were not in a profoundly frus- 
trated childhood, in contrast to our other leaders, nonetheless his vio- 
lent reactions to the frustrations of his adolescence were irrational— 
unless one assumes that the only choices available to him as a political 
leader during the decades before October 1917 were the ones which 
he made. He showed little if any restraint as he presided over the 
destruction of the old order and showed no more restraint in tlie de- 
struction of the moderate, Menshevik revolutionary leadership. After 
the Bolshevik group came to power and he became the recognized 
leader, he did show restraint in avoiding the destruction of fellow 
revolutionaries who came in conflict with each other and with him. 
Had his pattern of frustration been one tliat went back to birth rather 
tlian just to adolescence— if he had been frustrated as profoundly as 
Hitler— it is conceivable that he would not have been as tolerant of 
dissension, of resistance to liis o%vn will, among his fellow revolution- 
aries as he in fact was. 

Sources of their tensions 

In each of these five instances there is good evidence of a relation- 
ship between private aa\iet>'— anxiety wliich was personal— and public 
consequences of this aaxiety. But the effect of tliese tensions on these 
five leaders need not lead us to tlie conclusion that these early ex- 
periences were sufficient causes for their styles of rule or that social- 
status marginality is the only source for tension that finds an outlet in 
a political career. It is unlikely that Lincoln, whose political successes 
began fairly early and did not meet with any serious early frustrations, 
would have followed the same st>de of rule as did Lenin if Lincoln 
had been the leader of the Russian revolution. He would have no 
more been able to stem the tides of destruction of the old order than 
he could have stopped a springtime flood on the Ohio River. 

It is hard to conceive of Hitler’s having the enormous success that 
he did over a long period of time if the country which he ruled was 
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not Germany but tlie United States. For one thing, McCarthy— his 
closest American counterpart— came to prominence not in a period 
of postwar defeat and depression but in a period of postwar victory 
and prosperity. A person with Hitler’s background might have well 
gained political prominence in America, but it is doubtful that he 
would have succeeded as well as Hitler did in Germany or better 
than McCarthy in America and gained complete control of the 
government. 

Among factors shaping tlieir individual style of rule it is also reason- 
able to assume tliat the particular genetic make-up of tliese five lead- 
ers was also of tremendous significance. A person in other respects 
like Hitler but lacking liis intense, sometimes psychopatliic, reaction 
to childhood and adolescent experiences more likely would have lived 
out his life in quiet frustration as peasant or innkeeper or customs 
inspector, like his father before him. A person who had Lincoln’s 
childhood experiences of despair but lacked the intense reaction to 
them might have become a moderately successful and contented 
farmer or small-town attorney in Illinois. Thomas Masaryk with his 
extraordinary intelligence would more likely have become a digni- 
fied and respected professor in tlie absence of his liigh energy level 
and tlierefore not have gone on from academic to political life after 
becoming highly successful in the former. Lacking tlie profound in- 
telligence and intellectual curiosity of Marx, Lenin in the absence of 
a high energy level may have become a mediocrity in Russian society, 
a man broken by the adolescent experience of losing in close succes- 
sion his father, his beloved brother, and Iiis sister. 

Thus, without their particular genetic make-up, our leaders would 
have been quite different: the organism would not have resisted the 
external pressures which inhibited its development, but rather would 
have given in to them. The analogy in the natural world would be a 
hammer dropping into a pan of dough rather than striking an anvil, or 
a star continuing on its path through space rather than colliding with 
another star. The intimate, lifelong interaction of the intense ambi- 
tions of these five men with frustrating environments helps explain 
their careers. If one force had not opposed but had yielded to another 
force there would have been no tension. 

Among tliese five tense men, the consequence of their prominence 
was in two cases mainly beneficial and constructive, in two others 
mainly harmful and destructive. In the fifth case it is liard to decide 
whether the constructiveness outweighed the destructiveness. In our 
intolerance of ambiguity about saints and sinners we arc apt to feel 
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mild anxiety about comparing such people as Lincoln and Masaryk 
with McCarthy and Hitler. This mild tension need not inhibit— indeed 
may facilitate— our understanding of the relationships bebveen child- 
hood and adolescent frustration and political behavior of such leaders 
as these. Neitlier is it necessary tliat the establishment of a catalogue 
of saints and sinners keep us from looking for the origins of their moral 
and immoral actions. For the nonce— for a generation or more— the 
human species will have to tolerate tension in nurturing and assessing 
leaders. We cannot be sure that childhood misery will produce 
Lincoln or Masaryk rather than McCarthy or Hitler, and we do not 
solve tlie social problems which produced Lenin's dictatorial rule by 
damning his autocratic, often arbitrary st>'le of rule. Until we know 
more about the psyche, we will surely have to welcome or put up with 
possible Lincolns, Masaiy^ks, McCarthys, Hitlers, and Lenins. Tlie 
alternative is to expose, in the manner of ancient Greece, and in tlieir 
infancy, all potentially useless or harmful children. 

With our poor present knowledge of tlie human psyche and soma, 
wc can, lu)\\e\er, do some possibly fruitful hypothesizing on tlie 
dynamic loices that produced the personalities of such men as these. 
But we know well that tlie factors mentioned are inadequate explana- 
tions of these men, anti e\ en more surely we know that such forces 
cannot predict \\ ho will be the politicians of the future. Being unable 
to identify e\ i-ry causal factor— and its intensity— we can say only that 
the causes of pcrst>nalit\- de\’elopment are not interchangeable from 
one person to another. 

Tlic stud)' of political leaderslnp, whore one is examining in intimate 
detail the highly individual case, remains far more complicated than 
tlie stiiiK’ of ordiiiar)' citizens, whore one is concerned with only one 
or a low laeols ol the personalities of people who in other, politically 
(piitc irrelevant ways, are as complicated as political leaders. With 
tliis ri'trospoetix o caveat, let vis have a look at popular tension, or more 
discretely, at tension among the general public. We will consider 
chiet.s-ol-statc more fully later, but. for the nonce, will let them rest 
in a state of un-tension. 


retiHion ill the populace* 

To establisli tlie political portent of tension we have to examine 
individuals who form large populations of unprominent people. When 
these large populations are restlessly, inarticulately pervaded by ten- 
sions and when this tension is activated hy articulate political leaders 
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such as Lincoln or Lenin, tremendous energy is aroused which pro- 
duces intense political action. We must examine how these people 
become tense— how with lesser energy tlian tlieir leaders they give 
political forms to their anxieties, frustrations, and insecurities and 
then proceed to act. We will seek tlie same sources among average 
people that we have sought among our liighly energized leaders: the 
denial of need satisfactions and the consequent build-up of tension. 

One characteristic wlrich we have emphasized in our leaders is 
marginality. They were men who were caught, in time and status, 
on various boundaries and moved across them. These men were 
moving from one social status to another and from one historic period 
to another and their tension throughout life both caused their indi- 
vidual move and resulted from it. The failure of need satisfaction in 
childhood and adolescence induced movement and left permanent, 
active {benign or malignant) lesions that kept these men in tension 
forever after. 

A comparable process appears to occur among a citizenry. The 
citizenry is unstable and tense because of frustrated and unfulfilled 
needs. In seeking satisfaction by political means, their interests and 
those of the leaders become resonant, like harmonic chords on a piano 
when one vibrating siring causes other strings to vibrate. The .subject 
of resonance is a particular aspect of the relations between leaders 
and led and is considered in Chapter 9 on leaders and followers. En- 
demic tension within a broad political .society is the subject of the 
present discussion. 


Primitive cultures and political culture 

In what is now Malagasy (formerly Madagascar), there dwelt be- 
fore tlie coming of the white man two different tribes, both supposedly 
of Indonesian origin. The basic social unit in the original culture 
patterns of both tribes consisted of extended families groiiped in vil- 
lages. Tlie primal .social organization was patrilineal, with provision 
of food by common familial cultivation of rice in plots that were cut 
out of the jungle, tilled for a couple of years, and then allowed to 
revert to jungle for some ten to fifteen years. 

At an undetermined time one tribe changed from this peripatetic 
pattern of rice culture to a system of continuous planting, in fields used 
every year. One result was to induce transition-anxiety, as the now 
fixed property gradually came under the control of the king, whose 
personal power replaced the paternal familial land-control system. 
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During the transition period this anxiety became so intolerable tbat 
one clan in the tribe abandoned the new rice culture altogether, blam- 
ing the abandonment on an enemy attack which scattered the men- 
folk and so caused a labor shortage. This anxiety sounds vaguely like 
that which followed the establishment of state farms and collective 
farms in the Soviet Union in the 1920s and 30s. The other kind of 
anxiety that developed as the second tribe settled on a fixed pattern 
of rice cultivation resulted from the dependency relationship with the 
king, who was all-powerful and could give or withhold food from lus 
subjects. The former communal checks on the power of the father 
who headed tlie family were now absent. One's fortunes now de- 
pended on subservience to the king and on his grace. The individual 
was supported less by family and custom and was more dependent 
on his own resources, activity, luck, and success in cultivating both the 
soil and the king. These anxieties persisted from generation to gen- 
eration and truly became endemic. They are comparable to the 
anxieties which existed in the relationships between subjects and tsar 
in Russia before the 1917 revolution and behveen citizens and Com- 
munist party after the revolution.'® 

To those who habitually associate mental stress with highly com- 
plex industrialized society, it may seem incongruous tliat anxiety 
should become manifest in the supposedly serene life of a simple sub- 
sistence economy in a prelitcrate societ>'. The tribe that adopted the 
more dependable cultivation of the same land year after year lost some 
of the anxiety resulting from food scarcity but gained anxiety when 
subsistence became more dependent on the wliim of a powerful king. 
In other preliterate cultures there have been other patterns of aiLxiety. 
Scarcity of food and an abnormally high ratio of men to women in 
the Marquesas Islands produced airxieties of subsistence, affection, and 
sex.®’ Food scarcity and treacher>' produced anxiety among the 
Dobuans in the East Indies.^' In Alor, also in the East Indies, anx- 
ieties were derived not from food scarcity but from a lack of steady 
affection of the mother toward the children and from the cultural 
value of chicanery in the transfer of personal property (mainly in the 
form of pigs) and from constant haggling o^•e^ debts (because debts 

On the social consequences of tlie change in method of rice culriire, see Abram 
Kurdiner, The Individual and His Society, New York, Columbia University Press, 
1939, chs. 7 and 8. 

IhUl., chs. 5 and 6. 

Ruth Benedict, Patterns of Culture, New York, New American Library of World 
Literature (Mentor Books Edition), 19-19, ch. 5. 
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give a creditor power over a debtor).” Among the Kwakiutl Indians 
in British Columbia anxiety arose from the relationship between pres- 
tige and property which was acquired by gift or marriage. The main 
function of the society seemed to be to exalt prestige by the manipula- 
tion and periodic destruction of wealth, which made one group su- 
perior to its rivals.*® 


Social stability and individual tension 

The anxieties in these static, primitive cultures indicate that societies 
that have been stable for generations can and do generate tensions. 
These tensions relate to the frustrations of basic needs, in ways tliat 
have little if anything to do with tlie complex social problems of 
highly fluid modem societies undergoing industrialization and the new 
patterns of social integration wluch the process entails. Some other 
sources of tensions tlian those mentioned— tensions which may vary 
from vague anxiety to sharply focused fear— are these: tlie possibility 
of sudden death or slow starvation following storm, flood, drought, 
and disease; uncertainty or inadequacy of affection in consequence of 
parental neglect or capricious attention; fear of death or social es- 
trangement as a result of a belief system that calls for propitiation of 
gods and dead ancestors by human sacrifice, and by removal from 
society of persons possessed of evil spirits. Related as are these sources 
of tensions to survival itself or to membersliip in society, it is hard to 
assume that the serene atmosphere of preliterate society really is so 
serene. In comparison with modern sources of tensions tliese, which 
are of such a fundamental sort, seem to be far more severe. Food 
anxiety is rare in industrial societie.s. 

But another general sort of tension in primitive societies results from 
the frustration of unfulfilled expectations, from the stultifying of de- 
velopment by a culture that is largely controlled by the whims of 
nature, the mortifying hand of the past, and by the often severe au- 
thority of a father or tribal head.** Unlike the tensions related to sub- 
sistence and affection, these are not likely to be activated in a static 
society until it comes in contact with radically different socio-economic 
and technical cultural patterns having values which give or promise 

** Abram Kardlner, The Psychological Frontier* of Society, New York, Columbia 
University Press, 1945, chs. 5 and 0. 

*• R. Bencdiet, op. cU., ch. 6. 

** Fercidoun Esfandiary, Is It tlic Mysterious— or Neurotic— East?, New York 
Times Magazine, 24 March 1957, 13 ff. 
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dignity to the individual and a chance for him to realize his potential. 
When this occurs, when the arid seeds are watered, there is then a 
prospect of real civil disturbance— of riots that reflect the release of 
tensions fundamentally caused by a static society, but with aggressive 
action directed helter-skelter at tlie established government, whether 
tliat government was imposed by colonial power or by an indigenous 
ruling group. It is not government as such which is the cause for the 
aggression but rather the entire frustrating social structure and value 
system, wliich the government botli rests on and supports. The gov- 
ernment and in a sense the e.visting social structure become the object 
for aggression which has its origin in tlie frustration of the chance to 
establish individual dignity and self-actualization. 

Tension is also the product of cultural transition, as we have seen 
in the case of tlie Madagascar tribes that Kardiner described. The 
abandonment of tradition, tlie rejection of the past with its built-in 
an.xieties and frustrations, itself produces tension. The social system 
in primitive culture produces a measure of security by showing what 
can be done to survi\ e under the ordinarily capricious rule of nature 
and by maintaining close personal ties between people. To the primi- 
tive indi\idual, tlie world is hostile, his distant neighbors may be 
hostile, but he does not face these threats alone. 


Social transition and individual tension 

A static social system pro\ides protection for the individual in the 
piimiti\c‘ world of tin* past, hut it has little adaptive \'alue when he 
mo\'t‘S into the new world. This movement occurs when a young man 
goes to the city and gets a job. Although physically free of restraints 
inipo.sed by the static culture of his forefathers, the village headsmen, 
and his own parents, he can no\ er in his lifetime quite erase the effect 
of tliese restraints on liis personality. The struggle against restraint 
eontiimes alter the e.\-tribcsman has emerged from the dark past 
in the cit\': he figlits tlie past wlien its presence is more mental than 
leal, more in liis memory and habit tlian in Iiis current experience. 
Ihis is the tension resulting from an individual’s pangs of rebirth, of 
renaissance. 

Hut intolerably confining as the womb of tlie past has become, the 
former tribesman is alone now in the bright new world with its excite- 
ment and freedom of niosement. This solitude creates a new set of 
tensions even before the old tensions have begun to subside. His 
welfai-e is now liis own responsibility, not the responsibility of his 
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parents, his village, or his tribe. He can enjoy the excitement of new 
friends in the city but he lacks the dependability of old friends and 
parental warmth. He can get new girl friends but will have trouble 
getting an urban wife who does not rebel rather than submit to the 
male authority which he brings witli him as a habit of the past. To 
gain love, he must show love— a phenomenon tliat neither he nor his 
girl more than vaguely experienced in the smothering village customs 
of arranged marriages and dominant, inequalitarian, superior hus- 
bands. 

And to gain a steady income with its prospects of a fuller life the 
man from the tribal village must develop new habits of regular ap- 
pearance on the job. He can no longer sleep when he feels like it, go 
fishing or hunting when the mood strikes him. He must work steadily 
and in close cooperation with others, in a factory system dominated 
by a boss who generates hostility by re-establishing a fatherlike au- 
thority, which the tribesman came to the city to escape. The boss may 
be a white man or trained in the ways of a white man, generating 
further hostility as he becomes associated in the newcomer’s mind with 
a system of heartless exploitation. 

Fear of hostile and capricious gods, who are remote and intangible, 
is replaced by frustration at no less hostile, capricious, and far closer 
bosses, and a government run by (or at least for) the exploiters. When 
the man in transition breaks down under the heavy stress of change, 
he reverts to the habit of his childhood and blames evil forces outside 
himself. The failure is not his but the system’s, just as a crop failure 
in his home territory was an act of the gods and not of his fellow 
tribesmen or himself.** 

At this point the lonely individiial in transition becomes prey to tlie 
demagogue who promises simple solutions to complex problems and 
a vicarious, often spurious affection, and who imparts a sense of social 
solidarity to replace the comforts of family life in the village of the 
lonely one's childhood. He cannot really go back home and indeed 
usually does not, as the rapid growth of cities in Africa and Asia indi- 
cates. What is more, he does not really want to go back because the 

** For a careful clinical analysis of the cultural background of mental illness among 
those in transition from tribal to urban life in Kenya, see J. C. Carothers, A Study 
of Mental Derangement in Africans, and an Attempt to Explain Us Peculiarities, 
More Especially in Relation to the African Atliludc to Life, Psychiatry, 11: 47-86 
(1948). The author blames the greater individual and private responsibility of 
urban life for the higher mental breakdown rate among Africans in cities than 
among those in tribal villages. Ibid., 81-84. 
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anxieties and frustrations of modem urban life are less intolerable than 
those left behind in tlie village. But the new tensions demand relief 
and the new leader oflFers relief. The foreigner will be e.xpelled, the 
exploiter expropriated, and new opportunities will be created. And it 
will all be done by the new leader, his followers, and the new party— 
the new omnipotent forces that will replace the village magic and 
destroy the evil foreigner. Tlie new urban ex-tribesman need not de- 
velop responsibilities and conscience. He need only overthrow the 
old. Freer and happier than before, he is free and happy only on a 
scale which starts with the utterly stifling restraint and misery of life 
in tlie tribal village. 

As societies, like those in Western Europe and North America, ad- 
vance toward closer integration and coordination on industrial bases, 
and their members become increasingly free as individuals, tlie sources 
of tension change from the gross mental conflicts involved in transition 
from tightly knit village life to those generated in a looser, freer, more 
individual existence in the modern industrialized city. As this stage is 
reached, the individual is now less concerned w’ith throwing off the old 
and more concerned with preserving the new and preserving himself 
in tlie new social context. Freer now to live as he chooses, he cannot 
escape a greater measure of personal responsibility for his own wel- 
fare. Unlikely to slar\'e, he nevertheless may fear regression to a state 
of relative poverty if he loses his job. Relatively free to advanee so- 
cially on the basis of his own performance, he acquires new tensions 
if his aspirations for status and prestige do not accord with his actual 
attainn^ents. And to keep his w'ife, protected now by law's equalizing 
lier statiis and her rights, from divorcing him, he must show her an 
unaccustomed degree of deference and respect. If lie rieats her 

pooily, she can leave him, no longer having to reconcile herself to a 
miserable subordination. 

Tlie new sources of anxiety, which do not altogetlier supplant the 
old, are thus the more refined, e\-en exquisite, ones of a person who 
has made great strides and fears retrogression. He may lose his job, 
liis status, liis wife. Anxiety about such losses does not throw him 
back to a primitive condition, but it docs cause tension of enormous 
political portent. Tlicse are the social conditions of anxiety that can 
produce the counter-revolution of such advanced people as the South- 
ern plantationers in tlie Ihiited States in the rebellion of 1S61 and the 
Germans during tJie Nazi period of the 1930s. The major difference is 
not that they are rejecting the miserable past, like people in transition 
from rural village to urban society, but that they are rejecting the 
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worrisome present in favor of a glorified, unreal past. They want to 
regain something they have lost ratlier than gain something they have 
never had. 

In private life the tensions take the form of worry over loss of status, 
loss of marital happiness, and loss of clear and present opportunities 
to progress further. They are associated with what Durkheim called 
the anomy (sense of rootlessness and normlessness) that comes witli 
the loss of dependency on a stable, regulating order of life. The indi- 
vidual finds it impossible to shoulder the burden of responsibilit>^ that 
comes with the internalization of rules of conduct that in the past liavc 
been imposed by external autliority. 

In public life these tensions take the form of a desire to escape from 
individual responsibility for the proper functioning of a higlily com- 
plex, tightly integrated socio-economic system. Unable to face this 
public responsibility, which is easier to evade than the private re- 
sponsibility for the welfare of liimself and family, he finds it easier to 
blame the system for the incompetence of past political leaders and to 
hand to a new and forceful leader the intolerable burden of individual 
responsibility for public policy. 

The frame of mind that induces the tendency to follow a leader in 
a society in transition from the primitive to the modern is thus the 
same as the mental outlook produced by tensions whicli cause a ma- 
ture society to turn to a leader— anxiety about basic needs which never 
have been satisfied or which, in the later case, it is feared may be 
denied in the future. 

The more basic the threat the more frantic becomes the tension. If 
a gray-flannel junior executive fails to become a corporation president 
or a blue-jeaned machine operator does not become a shop foreman, 
he may tolerate the failure. If he loses his job or fears such a grave 
loss, he will less likely tolerate the tension. If he is profoundly beset 
with fear not just of loss of status and a high standard of living but 
of life itself as the result of war, his mental state may become one of 
panic. This is particularly so when he sees others around him in the 
same circumstance. Unique private misfortune is more tolerable than 
misfortune that becomes general in a society. Shared misfortune 
spreads like a plague. 

In any case the measure of tension is not the objective degree of 
advancement or decline but the subjective degree of a sense of threat. 

A middle-class businessman threatened with loss of prestige and status 
may react politically with no more rationality than a detribalized Afri- 
can fired from his clerical job in an export company owned by citizens 
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of the colonial power. The degree of political fever is thus not a func- 
tion of the objective social circumstances but of the subjective indi- 
vidual appraisal of what he has lost or may lose. And a person in a 
primitive, highly stifling culture with no outside social contact may 
fear loss less and have less potential for the irrational action that is a 
consequence of hypertension than ex-tribesmen in the city or the mem- 
ber of a highly advanced, individualistic society. 

Industrial society and individual tension 

When an industrial society functions properly witfiout economic or 
social dislocation in a peaceful world, its insecurities are far fewer and 
less intense than those of a primitive or transitional society. But when 
the industrial system or the social system which contains it has a break- 
down, the tension can be even greater than a breakdown of an inti- 
mate primitive society. What is more, once it does break down the 
same profound aaxieties relating to survival and a sense of social be- 
longing are reactivated and cause the society-despite its external 
appearances— to revert to the same set of anxieties which prevail among 
primitive men. 

The tension induced by the threat of invasion and war has at times 
had tragic and atavistic political consequences. The Soviet purges of 
the 1930s reflected and exploited tlie tension in the Soviet Union fol- 
lowing the rise of Nazism and produced a frantic conformity that was 
demanded by both tlie party rulers and the general public itself. 
McCarthyism in America in the 1950s in part was a consequence of 
the nagging uncertainty of the ongoing war in Korea, tlie fear that 
it might entail severe losses and spread into world conflict. The 
Korean War in 1950 also brought to the attention of perhaps most of 
the American public the deprivations of war so recently ended in 1945. 
This safely non-European war also made it possible to satisfy the 
desire of Germans, Irish, Italians, and Catholics in America to find 
release for the imputed disloyalty of the former three during the 
Second World War and for the social marginality of the latter in a 
Protestant countr>'. Germans, Irish, Italians, and Catholics (the re- 
ligious and ethnic categories overlapped but were not coextensive), 

after hvo wars in which their old- and new-world loyalties conflicted, 
could now candidly be patriotic.*® 

20 See Samuel Lubell, Revolt of the Moderates, New York, Harper & Bros 1956 
ch, 3 and 80-83. ' 
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The reaction on both sides of the long subversive argument after 
the Second World War was dysfunctional and irrational. When the 
national government categorically denied the existence of any sub- 
versives witliin the executive departments, it accepted the unstated 
premise of the McCarthyite opposition that it would be possible in 
such a vast organization not to have some doubtful characters. The 
denial that there were any motes and the subsequent discovery of 
large motes proved, to millions, the existence of monstrous beams in 
the governmental eye. This reaction produced a state of mind that 
diminished preoccupation with strengtliening the nation and that 
imagined a purge of tlie few domestic subversives and alleged sub- 
versives would solve a problem not internal but external in origin. In 
tlie time of the Soviet purges of the 1930s, Germany— not domestic 
deviationism— was the major enemy. In tlie American case, the Soviet 
Union— not domestic deviationism— was the major enemy. In the late 
1930s in the Soviet Union and the early 1950s in the United States the 
major enemy probably benefited by the preoccupation with tlie minor 
enemy. The only sure dominant force was not patriotism or intelli- 
gence or prudence or cunning or integrity: it was hypertension. 

Most of what has been written hitherto in tliis chapter might lead 
one to the conclusion that political anxiety and frustration are per se 
bad; tliat tlie good society and polity are the utterly secure, relaxed 
ones altogether free of tension. But without social tension there would 
be no social and political evolution; without a gap between what peo- 
ple want and what they have there would be no growth. Even 
tensions that go by the unhealthy names of anxiety, insecurity, and 
frustration are spurs to productive action in wliich individuals and 
their society progress toward a greater realization of their potential. 
Tension therefore is necessary. It is only when it becomes hyperten- 
sion in the form of panic or collapse that it is not a salubrious but 
rather a dangerous social and political condition.-^ The more spe- 
cific consequences of tension in primitive societies in transition and 
of tensions within an industrial culture itself are reserved for later 
discussion. Before turning to these consequences, we should first have 
a long look at how people perceive in general and specifically how 
they look at politics. It will become apparent that in looking at per- 
ception we have not abandoned needs and tensions, because it is 
through these mental processes that all reality has to filter, like sun- 
shine through a dense forest. 

See Rollo May, The Meaning of Anxiety, New York, The Ronald Press Co 
1950, 226-234, 350-356. 
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Some obvious observations 

Everyone is bom with a potential set of standard sensory devices, 
which as an adult he now knows how to use just as he knows how to 
use his motor devices in walking, tying shoes, and handling tools { knife 
and fork, pen and paper, bicycle, ox and wagon, etc.). He scarcely 
sees the need to consider the self-evident process he has been using 
continuously since birth. The things he sees are obviously real and 
unequivocal and true, and he sees them clearly. We are so accus- 
tomed to believing what we see that we find it hard to credit— save in 
a very general way-that we also see what we believe. 

To indicate why it is politically most important to perceive how we 
perceive, I will start this chapter at the roots of perception, with the 
hunger for (sensory) stimulation. Self-evident and politically unim- 
portant as this may seem to people in the ratlier serene and consti- 
tutional Western world, knowledge of this hunger has been turned to 
political purpose o\’er and over again in modem dictatorships (orien- 
tal and occidental). In going to these roots, I am reporting tendencies 
whicli are probably common to the human species and whicli have 
cxtraordinar)' political implications— even in countries that have 
acliieved effective limitations on the power of their rulers, but even 
more so in the great majority of nations where the limitations are 
either few or, by constitutional standards, virtually nonexistent. 

In succession I will take up the desire to be stimulated— akin to 
what Murray calls the need for cognition (see pp. 7-8); the relation of 
perception to other needs; how percepts are organized in the central 
nervous system; the relation between values and perception; the per- 
sonal and nonpersonal carriers of percepts; and the content of percepts 
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themselves. In abstracting and considering serially these aspec is ol 
perception, it may be a little easier to see ourselves imlividnally as 
others see us and see others as we see ourselves. Without this st'll- 
consciousness, political perceptions (like other perceptions) remain 
too much akin— qualitatively too close— to the quite unconseious proc- 
ess by which an amoeba senses food, wraps itself around the food, 
digests it, and then activates its perceptual processes in searelj for 
more. The amoeba can do this, we may suppose, with nary a tlioughl 
passing through its nucleus. It is done without inirrt)rs. 

The hungry eye 

From birth we are constantly surrounded by a varied and sliiiiulal- 
ing environment which we can escape only by sleeping. W(? lake this 
environment as much for granted as we do the air. Very few r)f us 
really have ever experienced what it would be like not to be cr)nslatilly 
stimulated. Sick people experience it somewhat, after the locus of 
their illness diminishes its stimulation of the brain and Ix-fore (h«*y 
return to normal living. Prisoners in solitary confineim-nt, ineluding 
military prisoners being brainwashed, experience a psychically cala- 
clysmic collapse of the environment. 

In the 1950s for the first time a series of systematic experiments was 
conducted to find out what happens to an individual in a ralher 
stimulus-free environment. The experiments of cmirse did nf)t aehirwe 
complete freedom from external stimtjli biit came close* enough tf> givr? 
all of us a good fright. 

The first of these experiments was c/)ndtjcfed at Mcfull UnivcTsily 
under the direction of D. O. Hebb and his associates. 'J'he experimen- 
tal subjects were placed alone in a small room on a bftri where th» y 
stayed, except when eating or going to the bathroom, for a j)frrjod oi 
96 hours. The room was lightc*d, but the subjects’ vision was limited 
by a translucent visor over tlie face. Hearing was Iimitr;<] by a 
U-shaped pillow which covered the c^rs, so only the hii/ri oi 
the sound of the air conditioner could be lic-ard. The .suhjeefs wdh- 
cardboard sleeves and cotton gloves to limit th eir scTise of foucli. 

At first the subjects were relieved at not having a vmietimes burden- 
ing stimulus world about tlic-m. TJicy crmld permit their minds to 
dnft and spontaneous images to appear: rows of dots and then more 
complicated repetitive patterns like wallpaper and then animaterl car- 
toons. One of the subjects rc'ported ‘'seeing” sr^uirreh with sacks over 
their shoulders marching across his field of vision. But vx.»n tlie sub- 
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jects no longer could grant or deny permission to their minds to wan- 
der. Their minds took charge. The scenes that appeared would move 
in bizarre ways, sometimes pivoting on an axis, like patterns in a ro- 
tated kaleidoscope. The real eyes would get tired trying to focus on 
the imaginary figures that appeared. The subjects experienced difi5- 
culty in concentrating on either the scene or anything else that they 
tried to bring to mind.^ 

They developed an intolerable restlessness and nausea. They began 
to experience a kind of separation from self, a sense of “otherness” or 
“bodily strangeness.” One subject reported that “something seemed to 
be sucking my mind out through my eyes.” Although they were told 
not to talk to the experimenters except in emergency, the subjects 
would try to draw the experimenters into conversation either through 
the microphone or when they left the experimental bed for brief 
periods. 

After the experiments ended, the subjects for a time could not see 
things normally. A conventional plus sign would become distorted so 
that one of the legs of tlie cross appeared longer than the other. Near 
objects appeared large; distant objects appeared small. The room 
would undulate, walls and people would bulge and shrink, and when 
the eyes alone were moved it seemed as tliough objects in front of 
them were moving. Straight lines appeared cur\'ed, colors appeared 
saturated and even luminescent, and people with normal skin colora- 
tion appeared to be wearing rouge. The subjects experienced nausea 
more intense tlian they had when they were in tire isolation phase of 
the experiment.- 

^ Note the same inability to concentrate by a person in a state of semi-starvation 

(p. 13). 

2 Woodbum Heron, The Patliology of Boredom, Scientific American, 196 (1): 52- 
56 (January 1957). W. Heron, B. K. Doane, and T. H. Scott, Visual Disturbances 
after Prolonged Perceptual Isolation, Canadian Journal of Psychology, 10; 13-18 
(1956). W. Heron, W. H. Bexton, and D. O. Hebb, Cognitive Effects of a De- 
creased Variation in the Sensory Environment, American Fsyc/io/ogisf, 8: 366 
(1953). For the effect of limiting auditory stimuli, sec D. O. Ilcbb, E. S. Heath, 
and E. A. Stuart, ExperimcJital Deafness, Canadian Journal of Psychology, 8; 152- 
136 (1954), the most common consequence being a tendency to withdraw and 
to be irritable. 

Hebb and his associates found that their subjects in isolation did not perform 
so well on simple arithmetic learning tests as did a control group. They were 
slower at copying and generally found it an effort to tliink about anything at all. 
There may, however, at least be some time during such confinement in isolation 
when subjects find their learning ability improved rather than diminished. See 
J. Vernon and J. Hoffman, Effect of Sensory Deprivation on Learning Rate in 



Political perception 107 

Another experiment under the direction of John C. Lilly took place 
under an even more completely stimulus-free environment. The sub- 
jects were placed alone in a tank of tepid water that felt quite neutral 
—neither hot nor cold. In other words, it “felt” as minimally as pos- 
sible. They wore only a black mask through wliich they could breathe 
and in emergency communicate with the e.xperimenter. Sound stimuli 
were limited to the mechanical noises of the equipment used to keep 
the tank of water at the proper temperature. Gravity pressures were 
minimized because tlie subjects were supported not by a mattress but 
by the surrounding water. 

At first tlie subjects had thoughts about recent events and then a 
sense of relaxation and enjoyment at having nothing to do. Soon they 
developed a tension which Lilly calls “stimulus-action hunger.” This 
tension became so strong tliat if prolonged made it impossible for the 
subjects to stay in the tank. At first experiencing recollections and 
fantasies of highly emotional content, the subjects then experienced 
the same kind of oceanic disassociation from self that Hebb’s subjects 
did. As Lilly explains it, bodily energy rises rapidly when there is 
no opportunity for its discharge. “At this stage, given any opportuni- 
ties for action or stimulation by external reality, the liealthy ego seizes 
them.” ® 

These experimenters argue very persuasively that tliere is an ines- 
capable desire of the organism to be excited by external stimuli and 
that when the environment is so free of stimulus as to provide inade- 
quate relief for tlie resulting tension within tlie organism, there is 
pent-up energy which seeks release and tries to grasp stimuli at any 
opportunity. In other words, we want to perceive, even wlien wc 
have no otlier wants. We have an apparently innate desire to ob- 

Human Beings, Science, 123: 1074-1075 (1956), in which the circumstances of 
sensory deprivation were quite different from Ilehb’s layout and tlie period of 
confinement was 48 hours. 

* J. C. Lilly, Mental Effects of Reduction of Ordinary Levels of Physical Stimuli 
on Intact, Healthy Persons, Psychiatric Research Reports, 5: 1-9 and discussion, 
10-28 (June 1950). One of the discussants of Lilly's research had been in soli- 
tary confinement for over 14 days in a windowlcss, lightless room. He established 
contact by tapping witli some person or creature in an adjoining part of the prison, 
but was never able to establish a common code language. This simple, nonverbal 
communication of mere existence became of major importance to him. [Ibid., 
22-2.3.] This reminds us of Rubashov’s companionship with the never-seen pris- 
oner in the adjoining cell, in Darhiess at Noon. The human voice, to a person 
So isolated, “sounds marvelous," said Lilly in a lecture at the University of Cali- 
fornia, Berkeley, 14 May 1962. He also reported that the subjects became ex- 
tremely dependent on the observer. 
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serve and make sense out of the wide variety of stimuli to which we 
are subjected from birth.* 


Perception and physical needs 

Even though we have tliis basic, residual desire simply to be stimu- 
lated, to sense and make sense out of tlie environment, in ordinary life 
we usually perceive in the pursuit of other wants. Perception is or- 
dinarily insti-umental to otlier needs. In earlier chapters we have 
considered at some length the basic needs— the physical, social, equal- 
ity, and self-actualization needs. At the present point in the argument 
of the book it is sufficient to indicate only briefly how these various 
needs influence our perceptual processes. 

We have already considered tlie effects of starvation on perception 
as tliese became clear in the Minnesota experiments— hallucinations 
and dreams about food and increasing inability to think sensibly about 
anything else. In this sense the preoccupation with thoughts about 
food when the organism is hungry is analogous to the preoccupation 
with thought for its own sake that occurred in the experiments con- 
ducted by Hebb and Lilly. We need add only at this point tliat when 
the organism is confronted with symbols which can be related to tlie 
hunger need, the pcrcciver tends to distort reality in the direction 
of his need for food. In an experiment using picture and word asso- 
ciation, tlie \'ague pictures that might or might not suggest food more 
often suggested food-words to hungry subjects than to those who had 
just eaten. And when the subjects were shown words tliat might or 
might not elicit a word association of food, tliose who were hungry 
tended to respond with a food-related word.'* 

For a broad consideration of the theoretical and experimental problems involved, 
see II. F. Harlow, Mice, Monkeys, Men, and Motives, Psychological Rcciew, 60: 
23-32 (1953). The discussion is confused a bit by the definitional notion tliat 
tile only primary drives are tlie physical ones, but this straw man in the dis- 
course does not cast too long a shadow on an otherwise abundant crop of ideas, 
whicli contains few sour apples. If we note that Harlow recognizes that human 
learning is “inotivalion aroused by external stimuli" (p. 29), we can interact 
nicely with a stiinulus-laden essay. See also A. R. Cohen, E. Stotland, and D. M. 
Wolfe, .-Vn Experimental Investigation of Need for Cognition, Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, 51: 291-294 (1955), which ingeniously tests the desire to 
structure ambiguous stimuli quite ap;u-t from tlie relevance of such structuring 
to anv other need. 

^ R. N. Sanford. The Effect.s of Abstinence from Food upon Iinaginal Processes, 
Journal of Psychology. 2: 129-136 (1936). In a similar experiment hungrj' and 
nonliungr>' subjects were presented for very brief periods with pictiues of food 
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This tendency of hungry people to see objects related to their hun- 
ger has clear political content during periods of economic depression. 
In these times political organizations are established whose purpose is 
to provide money and therefore food for hungry people. One such 
organization in California, which proposed during the Great Depres- 
sion providing money to needy citizens every week, was appropriately 
named the Ham-and-Eggers. To people who are in severe economic 
straits such organizations have particular interest. (To others they 
may seem laughable, even incomprehensible.) Similarly those who 
are unemployed or threatened with unemployment and those faced 
with a serious health problem will focus their attention in politics on 
programs which are designed to relieve unemployment and provide 
medical care at a nominal cost. Only those who are quite secure 
themselves in their jobs and in their health will not pay attention to 
political programs of this sort and will regard tliem as nonsensical. 

The threat of physical destruction itself raises interesting questions. 
If hungry people are quick to see signs of food, if people who are 
unemployed or threatened with serious illness pay particular attention 
to unemployment and health insurance problems, then surely people 
who are threatened with physical destruction as a result of nuclear 
warfare should be preoccupied with this problem. Quite the contrai)’, 
most people seem relatixely unconcerned about this problem, to the 
bafflement not only of a simple explanation for their unconcern but 
also to publicists, civil defense officials, and others who are vei-y much 
worried with the problem. One suggested explanation for this lack of 
concern is that people experience a kind of “hysterical paralysis” in the 
face of this overwhelming danger— tliat is, the problem is so incredibly 
dangerous that people escape from it by denying its existence.** 

The “hysterical paralysis” explanation is psychologically plausible, 
but there is another explanation which may be as near reality as this: 
namely, the threat is so great as to make it effectively impossible for 
any small group of governmental leaders— military or civilian— of any 
nation to start the process which would inevitably lead to widespread 

objects by means of a tachistoscope, a projector which allows the flashing of images 
on a screen for controlled periods of small fractions of seconds, somewhat like 
a Mmcra in reverse. Subjects that were hungry saw the food objects more quickly 
—that is with fewer exposures on the tachistoscopc-lhan did the nonhungry sub- 
jects. See R, S. L,azarus et al., Hunger and Perception, Journal of PersonaUtu 
21 : 312-528 ( 1953 ). 

• Phihp Wylie, Panic, Psychology, and the Bomb, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 
10 : 37-40 ( 1954 ). ’ 
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destruction. To initiate atomic warfare, in other words, is to commit 
suicide, which few normal people prefer to do. The explanation on 
grounds of hysterical paralysis is paradoxical, that is, the danger is 
so great that people cannot face it. The alternative explanation is also 
paradoxical because it says the danger is so great it will not ever arise. 
Quite aside from the problem of nuclear destruction itself, the psycho- 
logical problem of explaining why there is such widespread apathy 
to the danger of destruction remains unsolved. 


Perception and other needs 

The very basic desires to perceive and to satisfy physical needs are 
indeed capable of directly influencing perceptual processes— that is, 
without the intervention of any otlier agencies. But most of our per- 
ception occurs in social context and is related to our social needs— 
our needs to get together, be together, and stay together. We learn 
most of what we know or believe through human agents. The first 
of these are parents, then playmates, tlien adolescent and mature asso- 
ciates ranging from teachers in schools, ministers, rabbis, and priests 
in churches, and political candidates operating usually within political 
parties. 

Our association witli people has much to do with the style and 
content of all our perceptions and actions, since political processes 
always take place vnthin the context of nonpolitical association. We 
will consider this broad social problem separately and at length in 
die next chapter. Suffice it to say here that the ties betiveen indi- 
viduals have enormous effect on how we perceive situations. 

For die moment let us mention only one case that strikingly illus- 
trates the effect of an intimate kind of social need— the love between 
mother and son— on perceptual processes and on behavior. In April 
1960 a 123-pound (56 kg) woman in the United States saw the 3600- 
pound (1640 kg) family station wagon slip off the jack that was hold- 
ing up one side of it, trapping her son underneath the car. The mother 
picked up the one comer of the station wagon and held it long enough 
so that her son could escape from under the car. The visual stimuli 
that touched her retina were not at all like the sensation of pain when 
one touches a hot object or of discomfort when one is hungry. But 
the perception of her own son trapped under the car, combined with 
her strong affection for him, was enough to cause incredible exertion, 
which freed her son and cracked some of her vertebrae. To cite a 
political example, with a warning tliat the example is a complicated 
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one, about three-fourths of all adults in the United States are members 
of the same political party as their parents (see ch. 6, p. 208). 

Tlie need for equality particularly affects the perceptual world of 
those who feel that they are discriminated against. A Negro walking 
on a city street and encountering a white man may feel slighted if the 
white person turns his eyes away from him, regardless of whetlier the 
white person was turning his eyes away from the Negro or merely 
admiring a shapely female. An Egyptian, listening to Nasser pour 
contempt on the American Secretary of State, after negotiations are 
broken off between the United States and Egypt for construction of 
the Aswan dam in 1956, will cheer entliusiastically. He hears Nasser 
in effect proclaiming the equality and dignity of Eg)q)tians with Ameri- 
cans. An American reading the report in the newspaper will see the 
incident only as the mad aberration of a demagogue. 

The need for self-actualization is more tenuously involved in po- 
litical perceptions. It is, however, a reasonable hypothesis that only 
a person whose physical, social, and equality needs are relatively well 
met will become concerned with public affairs tliat have to do with 
individual liberty. Thus unemployed persons scanning the newspaper 
will read the help-wanted columns plus news relating to government 
action designed to gain jobs for people. From the same news source, 
the college-educated person who has a job, etc. will more likely pay 
less attention to tliese things than to such incidents as court decisions 
which allow for censorship of movies and allow or prohibit the right 
of free speech to a particular organization. These latter news items 
are not Ukely to strike tlie attention of a hungry person. They can 
preoccupy the attention of the person who is not hungry precisely be- 
cause lie is not hungry. Absence of chronically active physical needs 
is not a sufficient but a necessary condition of such preoccupation.^ 
The consideration of basic needs as they affect both political percep- 
tions and political behavior can most appropriately be considered in 
the chapters (1, 2, 5, 6, and 8) relating to these needs. In the balance 

’ Note the consistently greater concern for civil liberty {in the form of allowing 
religious, economic, and political dissenters to speak) among community leaders 
in large American cities than among the general public. [Samuel H. Stouffer, 
Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties, Garden City, Doubleday & Co., 
1955, ch. 2.) Among these community leaders who were more tolerant than the 
general public were Regents of the Daughters of tlie American Revolution, Re- 
publican County Central Committee Chairmen, presidents of city bar associations, 
and newspaper publishers. The posited relationship between satisfaction of 
physical needs and concern for individual freedom of course presupposes that 
these leaders have less than average concern with their physical needs. 
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of this chapter we can most appropriately consider some more strictly 
perceptual processes. 

How perceptions are organized 

One of the commonest tendencies in organizing our pictures of tlie 
world is to make these pictures complete, so that-symmetrical or not— 
tliey provide a total e.Kplanation for reality in a manageable, not over- 
complicated form. Even in very simple ways we tend to distort reality 
to make it consistent witli sensible pictures with which we may or may 
not ha\'e been familiar before. For example, as the adjoining figure 

indicates, a circle missing a fraction of its total 

O circumference is not seen as a long arc but as an 

almost complete circle. When one reads the follow- 
ing words— Repulican, reactiouary, radicel, Demcrat 
—he is unlikely at first glance to see that these four 
words in tlieir context have been misspelled. He 
sees them not as tliey arc printed but as incorrectly 
written symbols describing already familiar objects. 
The horse put his foot in tlie eye of tlie fleabells loudly listening to 
tlie occanclouds by the hght of tlie silvery saiidstormtrooper. This 
sentence is so puzzling tliat a person does not try to reduce it to 
sense, but quickly mo\'es beyond tliis nonsense, perhaps with the 
judgment that tlie writer is a modern impressionist in need of psychi- 
atric help. In no ordinar)' sense docs the sentence make sense to 
anyone. 

From childhood onward, we have a strong desire to get a complete 
picture of things. If a mother reads a story to a small child, he gets 
indignant if she breaks off reading the story midway before finishing 
it. If we go to even a mediocre movie we are far more likely to stay 
to the end to see what happened to the villain and the hero than to 
leave before we find out. People find it difficult to tolerate unresolved 
situations not only in stories but also in political news. They tire of 
unresolved issues; they are unwilling to tolerate the tension which this 
irresolution entails. As Allport and Fadcn said, the higher the ten- 
sion “the stronger will be the demand for closure.” * 

In politics this tendency toward completeness and simplicity means 
that we seek and accept simple categorical solutions to inherently 

* C. W. Allport and J. M. Faden, The rsycholog>' of Newspapers: Five Tentative 
Laws, Public Opinion Quarterly, 4: 687-703 (19-10). 
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complicated public problems. This tendency shows itself particularly 
when people are in a condition of political or economical stress. In 
such circumstances they are far more willing to listen to a person 
who advocates the simple solution, like the single tax on land, a solu- 
tion which is supposed to cure not only tlie tax problem for govern- 
ment but also the distribution of wealth amongst all people of this 
society. When tense, they are far more willing to consider the free 
coinage of silver as a solution to a similar set of political problems. 
When tense, they are far more likely to blame Negroes, Jews, capital- 
ists, communists or any other handy set of symbols for their political 
ills. When tense, they are far more likely to see the American Way, 
National Independence, Marxism, or Democracy as symbols which— 
depending on their particular social context— represent the only means 
of solving problems that are very complicated in any social context. 

Another common tendency in perceptual organization is to catego- 
rize and classify things into coherent, consistent entities. For example, 
in appraising people, one uses the total set of impressions about them 
to form a unified whole, in which each part of the total set is interre- 
lated to the others. Any incongruous aspects tend to be ignored or 
depreciated. This has been sho\vn in a study by Asch, who pre- 
sented two different experimental groups with lists that were identical 
in their descriptions of hypothetical people, except for one word. The 
first list included these adjectives in this order: intelligent, skillful, in- 
dustrious, warm, determined, practical, cautious. The second list con- 
tained these words: intelligent, skillful, industrious, cold, determined, 
practical, cautious. The two experimental groups came out with 
radically different descriptions of the person described by the two 
sets of adjectives, which were identical except for the change from 
"warm” to "cold.” These two words changed even the quality of the 
other six words as they added up to descriptions of persons having 
these formal word descriptions.® 

® S. E. Asch, Forming Impressions of Personality, Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psychology, 41:258-290 (1916). A comparable result was obtained when a 
hypothetical person was described by the following words or phrases: “works in a 
factory, reads a newspaper, goes to movies, average height, cracks jokes, intelli- 
gent, strong, active.” The adjective "intelligent” was the puzzler for the subjects 
of this second experiment. They tended either to ignore the word or to say that 
this factory worker was a good “joe,” etc., hut lacked drive and education; or, 
for example, they promoted him to a foreman. Only three of the forty-three sub- 
jects frankly acknowledged that they considered it incongruous that a factory 
wcffker be Intelligent. IM. Ilaire and W. F. Grunes, Perceptual Defenses: Proc- 
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Quite aside jfrom the logic of prior attitudes, one of tfie most com- 
mon bases for categorizing ( for perceptual organization ) is the liking 
or disliking, acceptance or rejection (in Freudian terms, positive or 
negative cathexis) of the object categorized. We like and accept 
things which are familiar to us: our comfortable surroundings, our 
friends, our familiar ideas and loyalties. We dislike and reject the 
opposites of these. Negroes are most at ease with Negroes, Republi- 
cans are most comfortable with Republicans. Catholics are likely to 
harbor suspicion or dislike or other negative cathexis for Protestants 
and other disbelievers. Frenchmen are apt to be suspicious of Ger- 
mans. Portuguese have mixed feelings for Spaniards. Americans in 
the middle of the twentieth century are prone to suspicion of un- 
American, particularly communist, notions and people. Mid-century 
Russians are apt to be suspicious of anything associated with the 
American government or capitalists. 

A tlurd tendency of perceptual organization, related to the previous 
two, is to persist in established views. One word that describes this 
is habit. A nice phrase which describes tlie same thing is the “need 
to minimize surprise.” “ Some psychological experiments, quite free 
of emotional overtone, indicate how basic is this tendency to persist 
in established views.^' 

One experiment, lacking political content, nevertheless has political 
portent. Tlie experimenters presented to a group of pre-law students 
evidence from a celebrated American bigamy trial tliat had taken 
place over a hundred years earlier. The evidence for and against tire 
charge of bigamy was presented to diflFerent groups of tlie experimen- 
tal subjects in different sequence: (1) in the order presented at the 

esses Protecting .in Organized Perception of Another Personality, Human Relations, 
3:403-412 (1950).! 

M. Brewster Smith, Jerome S. Bruner, Robert W. White, Opinions and Person- 
ality, New York, John Wiley & Sons, 1936, 261. 

In the first case subjects were shown, by a tachisloscope, playing cards which 
were incongruous. For example, out of five cards one would contain a red spade 
and another a black heart. The normal cards, like a red heart or a black spade, 
were recognized roughly four times as quickly as were the incongruous cards. 
[J. S. Bruner and L. Postman, On The Perception of Incongruity: a Paradigm, 
Journal of PersonaliUj, 18:206-223 (1949).! In another experiment, the ex- 
perimenter cut two different figures from the same piece of green material. One 
of the figures was a donkey and the other a leaf. These two figures were shown 
to the subject in identical red light. Most of the subjects of the experiment saw 
the leaf as being greener than the donkey. [K. Duncker, The Influence of Past 
Experience upon Perceptual Properties, American Journal of Psychology, 52; 255- 
265 (1939).] 



Political perception 115 

actual trial (prosecution, defense, prosecution, defense); (2) some of 
the prosecution evidence, then all of the defense e\idence, and tlien a 
conclusion of the prosecution evidence; (3) all of the evidence for the 
prosecution, then all of the evidence for the defense; (4) all of the 
evidence for the defense except for one crucial item, then all for tlie 
prosecution, and then the crucial defense item. The subjects were 
given a nine-point scale in which they could indicate their certainty as 
to the guilt of the defendant, varying from complete certainty of guilt 
all the way to complete certainty of innocence. 

From the beginning the subjects exhibited a slight tendency to be- 
lieve tliat the defendant was guilty, merely because he was formally 
charged with the crime. But the order in which tlie testimony was 
presented made a remarkable difference. In the first variation of the 
experiment the subjects as a total group were quite well convinced 
that tlie defendant was guilty after tliey lieard tlie first portion of tlie 
prosecution’s testimony. Their belief in his guilt dropped by almost 
half after hearing the first testimony for the defendant, went back 
almost to the previous point of belief in guilt after hearing tlie second 
argument for the prosecution and then dropped down almost to com- 
plete belief in innocence when the second defense testimony had been 
presented. 

In each succeeding version of the experiment (that is, when the 
order of presenting the evidence was changed) belief in the inno- 
cence or guilt of the defendant varied as a function of tlie last evi- 
dence presented to the pre-law students. A transitory mental set, aris- 
ing solely from the experiment, was clearly established. The task of 
establishing guilt or innocence is highly complicated. But the very 
simple facts of establishing a menial set and reacting to tlie most re- 
cent set of stimuli were significant factors in determining whether or 
not the accused was guilty.^* 

The mental sets established in ordinary life are probably far more 
resistant to change than those established in the minds of experimental 
subjects. In some cases the animus beliind the resistance to new per- 
cepts indicates strong emotional involvement in tlie desire to maintain 
established views.^® In the cathedral in Toledo, Spain, the form of 

’*H. P. Weld and M. Roff, A Study in Uie Formation of Opinion Based upon 
Legal Evidence, American Journal of Psychology, 51:609-628 (1938). 

A classic instance of tins occurred when Freud was a young man starting his 
medical career in Vienna. He reported to a society of doctors some cases of 
hysteria, a mental disorder which was then believed to be suffered only by women. 
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the mass and liturgy is different from the orthodox Catholic mass and 
has had a curious continuous history of uniqueness for centuries, in 
tlie face of the strong pressures for uniformity in a predominantly 
Catholic and ortliodox Catliolic country. The mass and liturgy em- 
ployed in the Toledo cathedral are believed to be die same mass and 
liturgy spoken by a group of Christians who were allowed to remain 
such when Spain was captured by the Moors, in the eighth century. 
When Toledo was recaptured from Mohammedanism, in the eleventh 
century, these Mozarabic Christians were asked to abandon their old 
liturgy in favor of the orthodox Roman one. The story is that they 
agreed to do so if two champions of the Roman liturgy were defeated 
in ordeals by combat and fire with protagonists of tliis Mozarabic 
liturgy. When tlie Roman protagonists failed, die rites continued and 
are still practiced daily in die Toledo cathedral— at least 1200 years 
after they first were practiced.” 

A similar conflict occurred in Russia between die old and the new, 
starting in the seventeenth century when die Patriarch Nikon intro- 
duced a series of reforms in the Russian Ordiodox Church, basing diese 
changes on a return to older but newly discovered and more authentic 
scriptural texts, from which church doctrine liad unwittingly deviated 
for centuries. One of the most significant reforms that he introduced 
in\ olved clianging from two to tiuee fingers in making die sign of the 
cross, the three fingers s>nibolizing die trinity in contrast to die two- 
finger symbolism of the duality of Clirist. Anotlicr major change in- 
volved deletion of the first two words of the plirase “true and vivify- 
ing.” These changes were resisted bitterly during the four-year period 
(1653-1656) that the prayer book and liturgy were being changed. 
The resistance was met with severe repression of diose who came to 
be known as the Old Ritualists. Tlieir leader Avvakuni was burned 
at the stake for liis opposition to the new and official doctiine. Un- 
important as the changes seem to outsiders, they were so important 
to the Old Ritualists that e\en as late as 1850 some nine million of 
them still were practicing their accustomed rites. 

Freud said some of his hysterical patients were men. The response of one of the 
licoplc listening was to say tliis w;is impossible; tliere could not be male hysterics 
bcc;iusc the word listeria comes from the Grc*ek word hystera which means 
uterus, .so that by definition no man could have the illness. Sigmund Freud, An 
Autohiofirdphical Stmlij, London, The Hogartlr Press, 1935, 25. 

II. V. Morton, A S/r«ngcr in Spain, New York, Dodd, Mead & Co., 1955, 108- 
110 . 

George Vernadsky. A llistonj of Russia, fourth edition. New Haven, Yale Uni- 
versity Press, 1954, 131-133, 180-182. 



Political perception 117 

In both the Spanish and Russian instances, religious habit— the ac- 
customed ways of worshipping God— had enormous political conse- 
quences. It is easy for people in the twentieth century to smile at 
such persistence in tlie face of such moderate change as occurred in 
the ritual of the Roman Catholic Church in Spain and of the Greek 
Orthodox Church in Russia. Besides, some might say, judging biga- 
mists innocent and persisting in antique church ritual in pre-modern 
Russia or an embalmed Spanish town have nothing to do Nvitli po- 
litical perception. 

But in the Western world, in politics, there is the same tendency to 
resist with great passion the introduction of even such verbal changes. 
So, for example, if the label socialistic is applied to something, it is 
presumed to be evil in the United States. When a great dam was 
authorized by Congress and approved by Calvin Coolidge, one of the 
most conservative Presidents in American liistory, its construction at 
public expense, its operation by the government, and its naming in 
honor of Herbert Hoover, another conservative President, presumably 
had nothing to do with socialism. At least there was no serious oppo- 
sition to it on that score. 

When, however, a few years later in the Tennessee Valley a series 
of dams was constructed and operated by the same government but 
under the nonconservative Franklin Roosevelt, this was deemed so- 
cialistic by its opponents. By its friends— particularly in the Tennessee 
Valley— the project was not at all socialistic. Similarly, a governmental 
subsidy to the shipping industry is not considered socialistic, but un- 
employment insurance and health insurance have in the past been 
considered socialistic, until they became official doctrine of the con- 
servative party. 

By the same token when the piecework system was introduced into 
socialist industry in the Soviet Union it was not called what American 
labor calls it: the speed-up and the dog-eat-dog system of production; 
in the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics it became socialist compe- 
tition. The speed-up has been one of the most bitterly opposed fea- 
tures of private enterprise in American society, a feature which con- 
tinues to be slowly eliminated. It became officially accepted dogma 
in the classless, socialist society ruled by the vanguard of the working 
class. The emotionalism generated over the mere symbols themselves, 
quite apart from any content, appears to be almost as much a part of 
public consideration of issues now as it was three centuries ago in 
Russia. There have not been any burnings of dissenters among con- 
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stitutional democracies in recent years, though there have been in- 
stances of restrained, nonlethal brutality against dissenters. 

All people have a tendency to persist in established views and in 
established ways of doing tilings and all people resist change. But 
it seems quite clear that people differ in the degree to which they 
persist in established views and resist change. If many millions of 
people in Russia persisted in their adherence to the Old Ritual, many 
more millions were willing to abandon the so-called Old Ritual. If 
millions of people in America during the 1930s resisted efforts to in- 
troduce new ideas and practices in government, millions of others 
were willing to do so. 

Do people differ deeply and enduringly in tlieir readiness or reluc- 
tance to accept change? An extensive study by McClosky of con- 
servatives and liberals has reported some striking differences in various 
facets of their personalities. He found that conservatives, in contrast 
to liberals, had a relatively high sense of social alienation, pessimism, 
anomy, and guilt. He found them to be less socially responsible and 
less self-confident. He further found them to be less well-informed, 
less educated, and perhaps lower in intelligence. “ Relative reluctance 
to accept change was one of the defined characteristics of conserva- 
tives in the study. 

One early study of more limited scope found virtually no correlation 
between political liberalism and level of information, although on 
some specific policy issues, liberals turned out to have more factual 
knowledge than conservatives." Another study found that conserva- 
tive students had about the same amount of factual information as 
radical students but had somewhat more misinformation than the radi- 
cals and less ^\^llingness to witlihold judgment even on matters of fact. 
Furthermore, conseivatives had lower academic grades.*® Still an- 

H. McClosky, Conservatism and Personalit>', American Political Science Review, 
52: 27-45 (1958). 

” C. R. Pace, The Relationship between Liberalism and Knowledge of Current 
Affairs, Journal of Social Psychology, 10: 247-258 (1939). Liberals were better 
informed on labor unions, war, Trotsk>’, and the WPA work-relief program; con- 
ser^•atives on the plan of Roosevelt to reorganize the Supreme Court and the Span- 
ish Civil War. 

G. W. Allporl. The Composition of Political Attitudes, American Journal of 
Sociology, 35: 220-238 (1929). Another investigator found some slight relation- 
ship between intelligence and what he calls “alterationism,” a tendency to want 
and accept social change. [M. Sanai, The Relation between Social Attitudes and 
Characteristics of Personality, Journal of Social Psychology, 36:3-13 (1952).] 
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Other study found a slight relationship between intelligence and lib- 
eralism.” 

An intensive study of ten individuals who were all above average in 
intelligence-nine of the ten were in the top 10% of the total popula- 
tion-found remarkable differences between these ten individuals in 
what could be called political liberalism and conservatism. This study 
of course has no significance as a cross section of the entire population 
or of people who are well above average in intelligence. It indicates 
only that among very intelligence people there can be a wide range 
of generally conservative or liberal attitudes.” 

It is clear that people do differ in their resistance to change. It is 
clear also that this variation in the resistance to change is related to 
personality characteristics. Just what these personality characteristics 
are, what the reasons are for these differences in personality charac- 
teristics and therefore differences in resistances to change, remains in 
doubt. 

A more adequate explanation for resistance to change may in time 
be found in its relationship to anxiety, frustration, and other forms of 
tension. The most common reaction to a new threat is to use procedures 
that worked well on a prior tlireat. A person suffering from physical 
illness or injury usually regresses in some degree to childlike behavior. 
The physical threat to his organism is so severe that he cannot cope 
with it by himself and he falls back on a dependency relationsliip to 
doctors and nurses-a relationship that takes him back to the days 
when he was cared for as a child. A person unable to face changed 
social and economic circumstances may similarly fall back on stereo- 
typed catch phrases and old techniques for solution to the new political 
problems. Nations prepare for new wars by perfecting techniques 
that were successful in former wars. 

What little psychological research has been carried out on tlie rela- 
tionship between anxiety and mental rigidity tends to support tlie 
notion.” “Intolerance of ambiguity” is the concept used to describe 


” G. Rubin-Rabson, Intelligence and Conservative-Liberal Attitudes ]vumal of 
Psychology, 37: 151-154 (1954). The slight positive relationship between in- 
telligence and liberalism almost disappeared when attitude toward Negroes 
was excluded from the correlation. Note Table 1, p. 152. 

M. B. Smith el al., Opinions and Personality, New York, John Wiley & Son« 
1956. Note Table 3, p. 254, and ch. 10, passim. 

** See J. C. Beam, Serial Learning and Conditioning under Real-life Stress Jour- 
nal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, SI; 543-551 (1955), which found that 
subje^ when under stress (such as pending doctoral examinations in graduate 
school) made half again as many errors and took about half again as long to learn 
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a major aspect of mental rigidity by Frenkel-Brunswik. She relates 
this intolerance mainly to racial prejudice, but also to anxiety.^- 

One of the major problems in research on mental rigidity is the fail- 
ure to distinguish different areas and levels of personality and there- 
fore not to consider whether a person can be inflexible in some areas 
and flexible in others, inflexible at some levels and flexible at others. 
We have noted some inconclusive evidence of a relation between men- 
tal rigidity, racial prejudice, and dogmatism, and a finding of correla- 
tion between social conserN’atism on the one hand and alienation, pessi- 
mism, anomy, and guilt on the other.-^ We have seen evidence far less 
conclusive of the relationship bet^veen intelligence and mental flexi- 
bility. The fault is one of mental inflexibility about the problem of 
mental inflexibility, the tendency to extrapolate from flexibility or 
rigidity, liberalism or c’onser\-atism, in one area to one or more other 
tendencies in another. Even though people do tend to differ generally 
in their flexibility it is still unsafe to make broad generalizations as 
to the exact areas in whicli individuals are inflexible and in what other 
areas they are not. A clerk selling tickets in a railway station may 
exhibit a liigh degree of rationality and flexibility as a ticket clerk but 
be quite rigid outside liis own particular competence. On the other 
hand, natural scientists may have a high degree of flexibility in their 
own field and yet may exhibit a high degree of dogmatism, which is 
one aspect of mental rigidity, when it comes to social problems. And 

tlie correct order in which twelve sucfessi\e nonsense syllables were presented ns 
when they were not under the stress condition. Another study found a positive 
but low correlation between doyniati.sni and an.\iety. [M. Rokcach and B. Fruch- 
liT, A Factorial Study of Doginalisin and Related Concept.s, Journal of Abnormal 
ami Social Piycltulogij, 53: 356-360 ( 1956).] 

-■ E. Frenkel-Brunswik, IntoleMiiec of Ambiguity as an Emotional and Percephial 
Per.'innalit)' Variable, Journal of PerxonaUty, 18:108-143 ( 1949). A curious 
eoimnent by Freiikel-Bnuiswik indicates that intolerance of ainbiguit>’ can also 
1)0 a eharaeterislic of the people who study it. At one point she says “today as 
ne‘\'er before we witness a contrasting ciystallization of the two patterns, although 
they may fretiuently he interwoven. Power orientation, anti-intcllcclualism, ex- 
tcrnalizalion, hostile exclusion, rigid stereotyping, and dogmatism are on tlie one 
side; under.'.tanding, tlioughtfulness, empathy, compassion, insight, flexibility, jus- 
tice, reason, and scholarship are on the otlicr.” [Interaction of Psychological 
and Sociological Factors in P:)litical Behavior, American Political Science Review, 
46: 44-65 (1952).] 

-3 Note the contrast in findings between the following: M. Rokeach, Generalized 
Mental Rigidit>' as a Factor in Ethnocentrism, Journal of Abnormal and Social 
Psycholopii, 4.3: 259-278 (1948), and L. D. Coodstein, Intellectual Rigidity and 
Social .\tlitudes. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 48 : 345-353 (1953). 
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I I Rigidity 

I I Flexibility 


even a highly sophisticated psychologist can be aware of mental rigid- 
ity and find it in others without recognizing its existence in himself. 
The diagram above will sen-e to illustrate tlie conceptual problem of 
mental rigidity as an aspect of personality. 


Values and perception 


We have indicated the relation between the basic needs and per- 
ception and how the activation of a parHcular basic, organic need 
will cause people to select and even distort aspects of the environment 
which are related to that basic need. There is also a relation between 
culturally determined values and perception. The phenomenon is 
manifest in a wide range of values from quite apolitical to political. 
Investigations have demonstrated that people distort their perception 
of money and other symbols of high or low value, such as obscene 
words. And people who are exceptionally liigh or low in racial preju- 
dice are more apt than others to recognize words and other signs 
relating to minority groups.^* 

People’s values obtrude not only in apolitical ways, like those just 
described, but also in their reading of politics. Subjects in one experi- 
ment were presented with a speech which contained a carefully equal- 
ized amount of pro- and anti-New Deal material. The subjects who 


* See the summary of Some Experiments 
the end of this chapter, pp. 137, 140. 


on Perceptions Distorted by Values at 
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were by previous test pro-New Deal remembered more of the pro- 
New Ded material in the speech. Those who were anti-New Deal 
remembered more of the anti-New Deal material.*® It has also been 
found that people react more vigorously to labels than they do to con- 
tent. For example, “a non-college population of 336 subjects” tested 
before the Second World War rejected fascist and communist labels 
on ideas but were far less critical of specific but unlabeled fascist and 
communist doctrine.*® 

Painting on a larger canvas, we can imagine an account of the Ameri- 
can Revolution as it might have been written by a patriotic English 
chronicler in 1786, during the reign of George III. 

Agitated at being asked by their mother country to help support the cost 
of their own government and of protection from Indians, some of the settlers 
in the central North American colonies drifted farther and fartlier away from 
respect for law and order. They mobbed English ofiBcials, refused to quarter 
English troops sent to guard the frontier, deliberately destroyed shipments 
of English tea, and formed a network of subversive political clubs under 
the leadership of cunning, unprincipled agitators like the notorious Samuel 
Adams. 

Pretending to believe in broad principles of natural law and justice which 
were plagiarized from English philosophers like John Locke, they arrogantly 
proclaimed their right to independence in a demagogic Declaration which, if 
it is ever remembered, will go down in history for its infamous defamations 
of English justice. The traitorous English subjects who led this rebellion- 
including the land speculator George Washington, the homespun printer 
and tinkerer Benjamin Franklin, and the slaveowner who professed belief in 
human liberty and equality, Thomas Jefferson— c>'nically exploited popular 
discontent by employing the rabble-rousing, faithless English schoolmaster 
Tliomas Paine. 

The well-disciplined, courageous British troops sent to put down the little 
rebellion were finally defeated only as a result of the intervention of the 
French army and navy, which provided a majority of the forces marshaled 
at Georgetown. Only by an opportunistic and frantic appeal to a decadent, 
backward, and absolutist monarchy were the dissident elements able to 
overthrow constitutional English rule. The rebellious colonies have already 
shown signs of internal collapse because of the same shortsighted, self-serv- 
ing provincialism that started the rebellion in the first instance. The masses 

25 A. L. Edwards, Political Frames of Reference as a Factor Influencing Recogni- 
tion, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 36: 34-50 (1941). Similar re- 
sults were achie\'ed when the material was pro- and anti-Soviet Union. [J. M. 
Levine and G. Murphy. The Learning and Forgetting of Controversial Material, 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 38: 507-517 (1943).] 

D. Katz and H. Cuntril, An Analysis of Altitudes toward Fascism and Com- 
munism, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 35: 356-366 at 362-365 
(1940). 
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of American yeomen, who thought they were gaining freedom, have only 
changed their just English rulers for a crude lot of adventurers grown rich 
from the English trade and oppressive from the unaccustomed exercise of 
power without constitutional restraint. 

In politics, efforts are almost invariably made to euphemize the un- 
pleasant. Japan described its war in Cliina in the 1930s as the China 
Incident. The mild nonviolent move in Poland toward independent 
action vis-a-vis the Soviet Union in 1956 has been described in Poland 
as “the October event” rather tlian “the revolution” or “the Polish 
October.” It seemed more appropriate to avoid the trouble that would 
be involved in associating Poland’s efforts at gaining independence 
with the holy Russian revolution of October 1917. The violent revolu- 
tion in Hungary in 1956 is referred to as “the event” by tliose who are 
anti-Soviet in Hungary and as the “counter-revolution” by those who 
are sympathetic to the Soviet Union. In the Soviet Union itself, after 
the deatli of StaUn, tlie term “Stalinist” became for a while a synonym 
for “bad.” Subsequently the synonym for “bad” changed to “reaction- 
ary” and then “dogmatist.” In the international communist language, 
the inflexible and orthodox are referred to as rightists, as Stalinists 
were in the period after Stalin’s death. Those favoring change are 
called leftists, if they stay away from extremes; if they are extreme 
leftists they are called revisionists or liberals or, even worse, bour- 
geois.” 

Quite aside from the tendency to distort opinions about the New 
Deal or about the Soviet Union or about capitalism or socialism, there 
is a tendency for our values to intrude on the simple recollection of 
straight political facts. A study based on inter\'iews conducted in 1947 
found that Americans who had a favorable attitude towards the Soviet 
Union tended to think the Soviet Union had declared war on Japan 
just before the first atomic bomb was dropped on Japan, and those 
unfavorable to the Soviet Union tended to reverse this sequence of 
events.*® 

National values are deep-seated and deeply cherished: they are 
usually unquestioned and unquestionable. When they are violated 

Flora Lewis, Clues to the Communist Lingo, New York Times Magazine, 1 
September 1957, 11. For other consequences on language and logic of impos- 
ing totalitarian ideology, see the lectures by a Swiss philologist, Hannes Miider, 
reprinted under the title The Tongues of Tyrants in Atlas, 4:92-90 (Aucust 
1902). 

**M. B. Smith, The Personal Setting of Public Opinions: A Study of Attitudes 
toward Russia, Public Opinion Quarterly, 11 : 507-523 (1947). 
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by our fellow citizens, the effect is profoundly disturbing. When 
violated by our families, the fact is so shocking as sometimes to be 
quite unacceptable: the reality itself is denied. When two young 
employees of the National Security Agency of the United States de- 
fected to the Soviet Union in the summer of 1960, the father of one 
of them was apparently able to accept the fact but unable to under- 
stand why. The father of the other refused to believe in the defec- 
tion, saying that his son must have been kidnaped or drugged. 

The depth and intensity of these national values may be indicated 
by a dramatic instance in which a person abandoned them. The 
Japanese pilot who led the attack of 353 planes on Pearl Harbor, 
7 December 1941, was then 39 years old, well past the stage of pliant, 
impressionable youth. He said “my heart was filled with hate and 
revenge wlien I led the attack.” 

When placed on trial as a war criminal, he stoutly justified Japan's 
actions tliroughout the entire war. He was acquitted. In 1949 he 
met an old friend who had been captured during the war and im- 
prisoned in Arizona but denied that he had been maltreated by the 
Americans. Tliis friend told him that the daughter of an American 
missionary who had been killed by Japanese in the Philippines during 
the war had worked as a prisoner’s aid in the Arizona prison camp. 
The leader of tlie attack on Pearl Harbor then read about other Ameri- 
can prisoners who had suffered maltreatment in Japanese prison camps 
but had come to the point of no longer hating their captors. From this 
point in his thinking, he went to a study of the Bible and became a 
dedicated, active Christian lay-missionary. The national values which 
had been so deeply imprinted in his personality up to 1949 were re- 
placed by an altogether different set of values. His abandonment of 
national values was quite literally an aspect of religious conversion. 


The carriers of things perceived 

Like all other mental phenomena, perceptual processes are a func- 
tion of the interaction of the organism and the environment. Hitherto 
we ha\’e concentrated on the processes occurring within the perceiver 
himself— his basic, organic needs, his perceptual processes as such, his 
relative mental flexibilih' or rigidity in facing new ideas and new ways 
of solving problems, and the effect of predispositions, including values, 

-^Oakland Tribune, 27 December 1959; Los Angeles Times, 25 March 1962, 
Section H, page 3. 
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on his percepts. Regardless of the immediate context in which we see 
things and regardless of the characteristics of the object perceived, 
these characteristics of the perceiver have great but not total influence 
on how we see things. 

Now let us consider a major aspect of the environment that forms 
part of the interaction process between the organism and the environ- 
ment. This aspect is the context-the carrier, the vehicle-in which 
percepts reach us. All percepts are received in some context— e\ en 
abstract things like mathematical symbols and formulas. One broad 
category of context is the social one— individuals and groups which 
carry percepts to us and the groups within which we receive them. 
This category is so broad as to merit extensive consideration on its 
own in the following chapters on social influences on political be- 
havior. The present discussion deals only with the more immediate 
personal contexts in which we receive percepts. 

The competence, the authority, of the carrier-whether it be a per- 
son or an object like a book or periodical-is a significant factor that 
helps determine how hospitably we receive the percept. This fact is 
often employed by advertisers who inform us that experts (physicians, 
dentists) have tested a particular antiseptic or toothpaste and find it 
twice as effective as all others, or twice as effective as ever before. We 
are far more inclined to accept an idea or a product if it is favored or 
recommended by an authorized source. If a noted scientist argues 
that nuclear powered submarines are practicable, we are far more 
willing to accept the argument than if it is advanced by a newspaper 
witli a broad reputation for spreading dubious opinions. If a com- 
mittee of economists forecasts a long-range shortage of electrical 
power, we accept it as true more readily than if a newspaper writer 
says the same thing.®® 

The trustworthiness of a carrier— again whether a person or an 
object-also influences our acceptance of a percept. If we sense he or 
it is honest, fair, and disinterested, quite apart from his experlness, we 
arc more inclined to believe what he says than if we doubt his integ- 

C. I. Hovland and W. Weiss, The Influence of Source Credibility on Communi- 
cation Effectiveness, Public Opinion Quarterly, 15:63.5-650 (1951). In tliis 
experiment identical arguments on various issues were presented to pairs of sub- 
jects, one group being told that the arguments were made by named experts 
(scientists, a committee of etx)nomisls, etc.) and the other being told that the- 
arguments were made by named inexperts. The arguments when attributed to 
the experts were believed more readily th-an when the identical arguments were 
attributed to fnexi>erts. 
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rity. Tliis plienomenon is close to but distinct from the reaction to 
experts. We may, for example, be influenced by the expertise of two 
different scientists or economists. But if the speaker or writer has a 
reputation for arguing from the standpoint of a particular interest 
group or of his own self-interest, we are less inclined to accept his 
arguments.®^ 

With our habitual tendency to credit what a person says rather 
than discredit it-to be gullible rather than skeptical-we are influenced 
by the bias which a speaker reports, particularly when he announces 
a bias which is congenial to us. That is, if one can announce that he 
wants an audience to have a favorable impression of a particular per- 
son and then proceeds to a strong but polite criticism of the person, 
he will change more opinions in the intended but unannounced direc- 
tion than when he says he is critical of the person he is criticizing. 
However false it is, we are more apt to believe a bias that is announced 
than one that remains unstated by the carrier.^^ 

This phenomenon, in a nonlaboratory, political situation, occurred 
during the siege of Paris in the Franco-Prussian War. A French 
general had been seized by a large crowd which believed he had been 
caught trying to take fortification plans to tlie Prussians. The crowd 
took him to the government ofiice in Paris and demanded his immedi- 
ate execution. Instead of pleading for abstract justice or calmness, 
instead of telling the crowd that in fact the general had helped build 

81 See ibid., which fails to distinguish experimentally bchveen e.xpertness and 
trustworthiness, but indicates that both \ariables arc invoked. More direct evi- 
dence is contained in an experiment involving the presentation of identical argu- 
ments favoring lenient handling of juvenile delinquency, first by a hypothetical 
judge in a juvenile court, then by a neutral (an inexpert) person, and then by a 
hypothetical former juvenile delinquent who gave indications, before he started 
reading the identical argument presented by the judge, of disrespect for the law 
and his parents and of interest in lenient treatment because of his own record. 
This experiment by Kelinan and Hovland is reported in C. I. Hovland, I. L. 
Janis, and H. H. Kelly, Commuriicrtfion and Persuasion, New Haven, Yale Uni- 
versity Press, 1933, 31-32. See also N. Pastorc and M. \V. Horowitz, The In- 
fluence of Attributed Motive on the Acceptance of Statement, Jounial of Abnor- 
mal and Social Psycholopy, 51: 331-332 (1955), which finds that subjects more 
readily accepted a statement when the motive for it as stated by the experimenter 
was a “positive” one than when the motive was “negative.” 

82 \Vlien subjects in one experimental group were prc.sented with eriticism of 
Henry Ford by the experimenter who said he wanted to present a favorable pic- 
ture of Ford, they were more moved to be critical of Ford than when the ex- 
perimenter, using the same criticism, said he wanted to present an unfavorable 
image. [Ewing, reported in Hovland, Janis, and Kelly, op. cit., 25-27.] 
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the fortifications and that the plans could be bought at any bookstore, 
the spokesman for the government in substance said “justice shall be 
done,” and added, as he moved toward the prisoner, “pitiless justice. 
Let the Government of the National Defense conclude your inquiry. 
In the meantime we will keep the prisoner in custody.” The crowd 
dispersed and soon the general was able to depart in safety.^^ 

Apart from his autliority and his trustworthiness, apparently the 
simple attractiveness of the speaker to the listener will dispose people 
favorably toward what he (or she) has to say. This phenomenon is 
obvious in the effective use of beautiful and smiling young ladies to 
advertise everything from automobiles to double beds, beer, cigarettes, 
and headache powders. The phenomenon also occurred in dramatic 
form when, during the Second World War, a \^•idely popular singer, 
Kate Smith, underwent a marathon, 18-hour radio broadcast sellin*^ 
war bonds. In an elaborate study of audience reaction, Merton found 
that listeners were deeply impressed with her selfless patriotism and 
sincerity and empathized strongly with her for the “stiess and strain” 
of the grueling broadcast.^* 

The same phenomenon is likely to occur when an audience can iden- 
tify with a political candidate or officeholder who has subjected liim- 
self to an exhausting campaign or long speech, for example, to a tele- 
vision marathon in which the candidate answers questions telephoned 
in from near and far. The phenomenon presumably has some impact 
when a speaker like Nikita Khrushchev makes a marathon, hvo-day 
speech before the Supreme Soviet. The audience is not simply listen- 
ing in a rational fashion to the candidate’s discussion of the questions 
but is also empathizing with his suffering through such a severe test 
of his physical endurance. 

Once the percept has become established in the mind of the per- 
ceiver, he tends to remember it rather tlian its source and, in a curious 
delayed reaction, tends to be mcreasm<>hj influenced by it as time 
passes— and therefore indirectly by the source, even though the source 

•• G. LcBon, The Crowd ( 1890), London, Emest Bcnn, Ltd., 1952 printing, 113. 

*♦ Robert K. Merton, Mass Persuasion: The Social Psychology of a War Bond 
Drive, New York, Harper and Bros., 1946. ch. 4. As one of Merton's respondents 
said, recollecting Smith's marathon, “I felt, I can’t stand this any longer. [The 
announcer's] statement about her being so exhausted affected me so much that I 
just couldn't bear it." Another said, "My heart ached for her.’’ These quotations 
Me on pages 90-91. The broadcast was of course on radio, not television. 
Some $39 million in war bonds were sold during the one-day broadcast The 
audience was estimated at some 20 million people. [Ibid., 2-3.J 
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was initially discredited. Tliis phenomenon, called the “sleeper effect” 
by those who discovered it, involves a dissociation of source and con- 
tent. When subjects were tested for retention of views presented, it 
was found that if the source of the opinions was deemed trustworthy, 
subjects actually came to agree less with tlie opinions after four weeks 
than they did right after hearing them, and, if the source was not 
deemed trustworthy, to agree more than they had initially. Further, 
the subjects who had disagreed with the views expressed by a source 
they did not trust had a harder time recalling the name of the untrust- 
worthy source toward whose opinions they had moved during the 
four-week period. When reminded of the source, they quickly moved 
their opinions back in the direction of tlieir initial reaction, disbeliev- 
ing the opinions of the untrushvorthy source and believing those of 
the trustworthy source.” 


The content of the percept iteelf 

Once percepts have been established in our minds they tend to 
become part of us, part of the personality which resists the incongru- 
ous and resists change itself. In becoming so established these per- 
cepts come to be regarded as interchangeable with reality. Often the 
percepts have a \alidit)' superior to reality. Anytliing which conflicts 
with established percepts is regarded as unreality and— unless it is of 
overwhelming validity— has to be rejected. The self-image of men 
impels them to believe they absorb fact and only fact in a reasoned 
matter that is quite unaffected by any such distorting influences as 
hunger, mental inflexibilit>', or any predisposition they may have to- 
w'ard the carrier of the percept itself. 

Once people become aware of these nonrational influences, they 
often over-react, rejecting altogetlier the notion that people can ever 
see tilings as tliey are. Having lost the belief in pure, cameralike per- 
ception, they reject its possibilit>' altogether. This in effect means 
tliat tlicy reject the possibility of llie self-aw'areness that is part of the 
process of seeing realit>’ as it is. Intolerant of ambiguity, they reject 
the possibilit)’ of rationally testing reality just as they previously re- 

3'’ Hovland and Weiss, op. cU. in footnote 30 al>ove. See also W. Weiss, A 
“Sleeper” Effect in Opinion Change, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psi/cltology, 
48: 173-180 (1953), in which there was less loss over a sLx-wcek period, and 
therefore a "sleeper” effect, among subjects advised at the beginning of the slx- 
wcek period to take the communications they had just received with a grain of 
salt, than among subjects not so advised. 
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jected the influence of nonrational forces. Like David Hume, who 
saw the tendency to establish a cause-and-effect relationship between 
various phenomena as a consequence of the habit of associating tilings, 
they fall into the habit of explaining the way people see things in 
altogether nonrational terms.^'* 

We need not return to innocence to recognize the possibility of ac- 
cepting and absorbing ideas and phenomena that conflict with what 
we want to see. If hungry people tend to see an amorphous picture 
as loaves of bread, or if jarring and threatening experiences are hard 
to absorb, we need not assume that we do not at least partially absorb 
them. It is fact that people suffering from extreme hunger have been 
known to eat dirt; thirsty people to drink salt water; people in despair 
do escape from reality in such fantasies as Armageddon, flying saucers, 
or acceptance of the inevitable Wave of the Future-be it fascism, 
communism, or some other concept serving as a magic carpet on wliicli 
to fly away from reality. 

However, in less catastrophic, more usual economic, social, and men- 
tal circumstances, common sense and systematic evidence show that we 
do not so completely flee from reality. The pictures we form in our 
heads are not always idle or busy fancies or inert .stereotypes. When 
we see two or more things that occur togetlicr in either time or space, 
it is not just habit that causes us to establish a relationship between 
them. When we hold a match to the wick of a candle or lamp and 
the oil bursts into flame, it is not just hal)it that causes us to say tliere 
is a causal relationship between the burning matcli and the liglited 
candle. When we flick a light switch and the liglu turns on, it is not 
simply habit which causes us to establish a cause-and-effect relation- 
ship between flicking the switch and the light turning on. 

Pavlov's dogs were trained to drool in anticipation of food wlten 
they heard a sound, saw a light, or felt some stimulus (like heat, elec- 
tric shock, or an object) through the skin. Tliis training was a habit, 
a classical, supposedly quite irrational tendency to associate a cue that 
inherently had nothing to do with the food itself.^' But tiie dogs lost 
the conditioned reflexes after they were no longer rewarded with food 


“Without being aware of it. Hume fell into his own trap. He liad become so 
accustomed to his own habit of thinking about how people establish cause-and- 
effect associations that lie failed to realize he was proposing a cause-and-effect 
relationship Isotween habit and the belief in cause and effect. 
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Two points are relevant: establishing the conditioned reflexes of sali- 
vation required that the dog be rewarded with food when he received 
a particular stimulus; and discontinuing the reward made the condi- 
tioned reflex die out. Instead of behaving “irrationally” the dog was 
behaving “rationally” in both establishing and extinguishing a reflex— 
even though the relationship between the stimulus and the food was 
purely symbolic. 

Humans are creditable with at least as much ability as dogs to relate 
symbols to reality. If we see two series aab, aah, we expect the third 
series to be aab. If it turns out instead to be bba, we psychologically 
may e.xpect the series of three to be not aab, aab, aab, but rather aab, 
aab, bba and may expect this series to be repeated at regular intervals 
unless some more complicated series is presented. If during a war we 
find that the sounding of a siren is followed by airplanes and bombs, 
we become conditioned to the stimulus and head automatically for a 
bomb shelter. If, after a war, we hear a siren, we may for a time act 
or tliink as though an air raid were about to occur, but the response 
in due course will become extinguished. It would be irrational in 
wartime not to associate the sound of the siren with an air raid; after 
the war it is irrational to do so. Our behavior gradually adjusts ac- 
cordingly, even though we know in both cases there is only a symbolic 
—not cause-and-cffect— relationship between the sound of the siren 
and either air raid or no air raid. 

Similar phenomena occurred in politics during the First World War. 
It was a relatively immobile conflict along clearly demarcated battle 
lines, in which the ability to resist became associated with the strength 
of trench fortifications. This association, which had not only symbolic 
but also real value during the First World War, lost altogether its real 
value but retained a strong s>TnboIic value for Frenchmen as the 
Second World W'ar approached. A long, powerful, impregnable 
Maginot Line was built, in the confident expectation that it would 
be able to turn any enemy who might approach from the East. The 
fortification failed, of course, because in tlie Second World War the 
strategy of warfare changed to one of high mobility which included 
circumvention of the Maginot Line on the ground and in the air. But 
having failed in this attempt to establish a real cause for an historic 
effect, Frenchmen rather quickly adapted to the realities of the 1940s. 
They adapted so successfully that they were able to carry out very 
effectively an unprecedented underground warfare while their coun- 
try was occupied by Germany. 

The flexible, adaptable response of broad general publics to gross 
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events has been tested in such a way as to indicate that broad pub- 
lics are able to make reasonable conclusions from observed phenom- 
ena. In the United States in February 1948, a severe slump in com- 
modity market prices occurred. The drop was so precipitous that in 
less than a year the price of wheat had dropped by a third and that 
of com by more tlian a half. Such an event was bound to have sig- 
nificance for a broad population which has to pay for products de- 
rived from wheat and com. 

As it happened, the Survey Research Center of the University of 
Michigan was conducting an economic survey using a cross section of 
the adult United States population during the period when the slump 
first started. It was therefore possible to compare the responses of 
people interviewed before and after the slump. Without anticipating 
the slump, the survey questionnaire contained the question: “What 
do you think will happen to the prices of the things you buy during 
1948— do you think they will go up, or down, or stay about where they 
are now?” About tliree-fourths of the people interviewed before the 
slump said they expected prices to go up; after the slump only about a 
fourth of the people interviewed indicated they expected prices to go 
up. All segments of the population changed their price expectations 
—rich and poor, farmers and city dwellers, and those with and willi- 
out education. But those witlj no education seemed to be less sensi- 
tive to the slump than were those with a college education. Before 
the slump 80% of the respondents with no education thought prices 
would go up. After the slump 42% of those with no education still 
thought prices would go up. In contrast 74% of those with college edu- 
cation thought prices would go up before the slump, but only 20% 
thought so after the slump. .4s things turned out. the majority of both 
educated and uneducated were wrong after the slump. In the year 
after the slump, food prices did drop about 1%, but this drop was 
offset by price increases in all other consumer items, including clothing, 
rent, fuel and electricity, and house furnishings. 

It is curious to note that those with no education turned out to 
be more accurate in their forecast than those with college education. 
The reasons for this may have been altogether accidental: those with 
no c*ducation may simply not have heard about the commodity slump 
or may have failed to re«)gnize the possible consequence of a com- 
modity market slump. On the other hand, those with no education 
may indeed have been in better touch with reality, unaffected by what 
turned out to be inaccurate manipulation of symbols and other prog- 
nostic devices by those with college education. Regardless of whether 
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elite groups can continue to comfort themselves with the belief that 
they are better forecasters of the future than are nonelite groups, the 
relevant point here is tliat all segments of the population appear to 
have become aware in greater or lesser degree of the commodity market 
slump and to have reacted to it in a sensible— however wrong- 
manner.®® 

Seeing such a cause-and-effect relationship between one phenome- 
non and another is relatively easy in the case of something like a 
commodity market slump. It was a simple event and its consequences 
were rather easily predictable, or at least imaginable. The diflBculty 
is that in politics relationships of a cause-and-eflFect sort are ordinarily 
far more complicated than a relationship between commodity prices 
and consumer prices. It is easy to state the problem— simply look at 
the facts and find out what causes what effect. It is easy, having ver- 
balized the problem, to assume that one has solved it. It is enor- 
mously diflBcult to ascertain what reality is and what does cause what 
effect. 

However discouraging the fact may be to literate or illiterate mis- 
anthropes, human beings can and do learn highly complicated rela- 
tionships in politics, even to the point, for example, of tolerating taxa- 
tion for such remote benefits as space e.xploration and economic aid. 
And it is not altogether clear that human beings with a high degree of 
education are a lot better at examining these relationships than are 
ordinary people. At least for every group of ordinary persons that 
has an odd view of political reality, there is a highly educated person 
who has the same odd view. We cannot say the problem is one of 
an educated elite which understands politics and an uneducated mass 
that does not. 

Consider the difference in the ways of tliinking of John C. Calhoun 
and Abraham Lincoln before the American Civil War. Neither of 
these statesmen has ever been accused of having an ordinary mind. 
Both were among the most intelligent people of their era. But as the 
conflict between the North and South developed, over a variety of 
issues including the moral problem of slavery and the exclusion of slav- 
er)' from territories in the West, John Calhoun with his Yale education 
almost refused to recognize the most glaring fact of all— that slavery 
was the central issue. He saw tlie growing breakdown of relations 
between tlie North and Soutli as a consequence of the government 

J. C. Davies, Some Relations between Events and Attitudes, American Political 
Science Review, 46: 777-789 (1952). 
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in Washington seeking to destroy tlie independent power of the 
states. He saw it as a conspiracy of the North and the West against 
the South— a deliberate, concerted plan to destroy the South. 

As a solution he proposed sometliing that no logician in his right 
mind would think of expressing, namely, the principle of concurrent 
majority. Calhoun was a brilliant logician, but when it came to de- 
fending the interests of the South, logic failed him and he resorted to 
illogical rhetoric. He failed to see or to recognize that only a majority 
and a minority can concur and that within a finite political system 
there cannot be two majorities on the same issue. Majority rule for 
him meant nothing less than unanimous consent, wliich is precisely 
the negation of majority rule. Few people in the South had more 
education than John C. Calhoun, but few people in the South had 
less ability to reason about the South, with attention either to logic 
or to objective realit>’, than did Calhoun.^® 

Lincoln, with his one year of schooling, on the other hand, ap- 
peared to have far greater contact with reality and a better ability to 
reason about it. He understood that the task of reconciling forces in 
the North and the South was not simple but enormously complc.x— 
quite apart from a differing value system which in his case caused 
him to place union and freedom above separatism and a continuation 
of the institution of slavery. Both Lincoln and Calhoun were repre- 
sentative of broad publics. This fact in a sense was more significant 
than the quality of their minds. Not logicians but representatives be- 
come leaders, a category which includes dictators as well as elected 
rulers. 

A more recent and equally notable example occurred at the end of 
the First World War when the United States debated whether or not 
it should enter the League of Nations. The two leading antagonists 
were men of extraordinary mental powers and high education. Wood- 
row Wilson, the author and advocate of the League of Nations, ar- 
gued with great force, logic, and intransigence for American entry 
into the League. Henry Cabot Lodge with great force, logic, and 
intransigence argued against American entry into the League. 

In both cases the intransigence of the two men was a consequence 
not of a rational appraisal of reality but of personal forces which 

Note the force with wliich Calhoun bc-Kuiled a twentieth-century editor in 
John Fischer, Government by Concurrent Majority, a 1948 article in llarjicr's 
Magazine, reprinted In H. M. Bishop and S. Hcndel, Basic Issues of American 
Democracy, New York, Applcton-Century-Crofts, 4th cd., 1961, 266-278. 
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pitted the two men in a political contest on quite apolitical and al- 
most completely irrational grounds. Wilson said that die Senate had 
to be forced into acceptance of the League, had to “take its medi- 
cine.” Lodge adopted a posture of truculent negation. The position 
of both men found strong adherents among wide segments of the 
population. It is clear in other words both from the divided state of 
elite and of public opinion before the Civil War, and at the end of the 
First World War, that it is not only the “mass” which can be in error 
but also the “elite” itself. Politics is so complicated and so subject 
to opinion and unamenable to inadequate fact that not only irrational 
but also usually reasonable men differ continually on what is good 
public policy. Until there is not only complete consensus but com- 
plete knowledge, the dialogue that politics amounts to will have to 
continue. The gap between the knowing and the ignorant on public 
policy remains small. 

The uncertitude, ambiguity, and ambivalence of political phenomena 
are so endemic as to lead some people to the view that a manipulator 
of public opinion has virtually infinite freedom to change the pictures 
in the heads of ordinary people. Broad as the limits are, they are con- 
siderably this side of infinity. A propagandist cannot so distort reality 
that common sense and everyday observation belie what the propa- 
gandist says. We need not fall back on such fables as that about the 
‘Icing’s new clothes” to recognize this. German propaganda for do- 
mestic consumption during the Second World War for a long time 
continued to distort reality by emphasizing Germany’s victories, and 
either de-emphasizing or denying Germany’s defeats. But Goebbels 
was unable at last to deny to the German public that its armies had 
suffered a severe defeat in Africa and later that it was suffering severe 
damage in air raids. In the first case soldiers were writing home about 
the battles they had been in and were coming home from Africa to 
report to their families. In the second case the air raids were experi- 
enced not through the newspapers or over the radio but in person. 
Goebbels himself finally came to the conclusion that the best propa- 
ganda was not a polemical editorial but slanted news. 

Propaganda cannot paint a picture which conflicts with reality as it 
is seen by individuals in the light of their basic needs. A person dur- 
ing a depression who continues to be hungry from day to day is un- 
impressed by exhortation that prosperity is just around the comer. He 
is unlikely also to be moved favorably by exhortation to abide by the 
constitution and by due process of law when he is hungry. Such a 
person will say “you can’t eat free enterprise” or “you can’t eat the 
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constitution.” In similar circumstances, in other lands— for example, 
after a famine year— an ordinary person is as likely to say “you can’t 
eat dialectical materialism.” Nasser was successful in giving release 
for the tensions of Egyptians when he poured contempt on America 
and its Secretary of State on the occasion of the American refusal to 
grant a loan for the Aswan dam and Nasser’s seizure of the Suez 
Canal. But he recognized that— however palatable a denunciation of 
America and Dulles was— such a verbal diet was a poor substitute for 
real food to a hungry population. 

Nkrumah of Ghana expressed this problem in a very realistic way: 

Independence of itself does not change this world. It simply creates the 
right political atmosphere for a real effort of national regeneration. But it 
does not supply all the economic and social tools. The leaders are now 
expected, simply as a result of having acquired independence, to work 
miracles. The people look for the new schools, new toums, new factories. 
They expect political equality to bring economic equality. They do not 
realize what it may cost. In this situation, however poor the country, the 
new government cannot sit and do nothing. . . . 

. . . We cannot tell our peoples that material benefits in growth and 
modern progress are not for them. If we do, they will throw us out and 
seek other leaders who promise more. . . . We have to modernize. Eitlier 
we shall do so with the interest and support of the West or we shall be 
compelled to turn elsewhere. This is not a warning or a threat, but a 
straight statement of political reality.^® 

Even though limits exist to what the political propagandist can say 
in his picturing of reality for his public, his limits on some matters are 
very broad. If in a dictatorship a propagandist tries to control public 
access to reality by having control of the press, radio, and so on, he 
can establish rather durable mental sets which shield people from dis- 
turbing outside influences. He cannot shield them from the price of 
food and other domestic events communicable by direct or interper- 
sonal contact. But if the dictatorship uses violent means of coercion 
he can make the need to avoid death and pain and solitude the central 
reality. He can degrade them and deprive them of all opportunity, 
as O’Brien deprived Smith of all reason for existence in Orw-ell’s 1984 
and as tlie Chinese brainwashers have done. 

In the short run, a propagandist in an open society who lacks com- 
plete control of communication and means of violence cannot surely 
succeed. That is, a propagandist operating in a constitutional situa- 
tion has a relatively short time in which to produce real results. Facts 

"K. Nkrumah, African Prospect, Foreidn Affairs, 37:45-53 (1958). Quoted 
by permission. Copyright by the Council on Foreign Relations. 
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that contradict his picture of reality will destroy it. In the long run, 
the same thing is true of those who do have such control in a dicta- 
torship. Short of killing, they cannot completely alter or destroy the 
basic human needs and the ability to observe reality which are built 
into the organism. It is not just children but also adults, not just 
ordinary people but also members of the elite, who, in the last analysis, 
truly learn what clothes if any the king is wearing. But just how long 
the long run is, in the penultimate analysis, is rather hard to say. 
People possessed of what they believe to be the ultimate truth are 
seldom reluctant to broadcast the proximate falsehood. And anxious 
people are too often ready to believe in both. 


A plea 

In this chapter we have seen or tried to see how it is that people see 
things and how they at least try to see things as they are. We also 
saw the general limitations that make it so very difBcult for people to 
see tilings as they are. The discussion has been based on the findings 
of psychological research rather than tlie ageless arguments for and 
against a belief that mankind is rational and capable of seeing reality 
as it is. I have tried to avoid other enormously difficult questions, like 
defining objectivity and subjectivity. Rationality, objectivity, and sub- 
jectivity are real problems, but can in this study best be considered in 
light of psychological evidence rather than philosophical argument. 

Anyone who wishes to jump to one conclusion or the other— that 
men are or are not capable of seeing reality as it is— is free to do so. 
But first he should himself define reality, so that we can know what 
it is men are or are not capable of seeing as it is. And I urge you to 
recall that any such conclusions are based not on what this chapter 
has said, but on preconceptions w'hich you brought to the chapter.*^ 
At least one of us, myself, is not at aU sure from presently available 
evidence whether mankind is completely capable of rationality or not. 
I am sure only that mankind has not yet achieved perfect rationality, 
not even the segment of mankind (including me— and thee too) who 
read and write books or in any other ways study reality. Which 
brings us to another aspect thereof, social groups, which we shall now 
try to comprehend— or apprehend. 

I do not claim freedom from preconceptions in writing it. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Some Experiments on Perceptions Distorted by Values 

When poor and rich children are asked to judge the size of coins, poor 
children, consistently more often than rich children, have shown a tendency 
to misjudge the size of the coin as being larger than it is. [J. S. Bruner 
and C. C. Goodman, Value and Need as Organizing Factors in Perception, 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 42: 33-44 ( 1947) .] Curiously 
enough, the same tendency to overestimate the size of money applies when 
play money in a contrived gambling game is being judged, and the over- 
estimation of size occurs when the play money has both negative value and 
positive value. [W. F. Dukes and W. Bevan, Jr., Size Estimation and 
Monetary Value: a Correlation, Journal of Psychology, 34: 43-53 (1952).] 
When the object is not money but another kind of simple symbol, there is 
the same tendency to distort. Subjects were shown three different symbols, 
a dollar sign, a swastika, and a square containing a diagonal cross. The 
subjects saw each of the three symbols as larger than it actually was and 
saw the dollar sign and the swastika as being markedly larger than the 
neutral square with a cross in it. The dollar sign was seen as being larger 
than the swastika. Stated in more abstract terms, the experiment indicated 
that both positively and negatively valued symbols will be exaggerated 
more than a neutral symbol and that the positively valued symbol will be 
exaggerated more than a negatively valued symbol. [J. S. Bruner and 
L. Postman, Symbolic Value as an Organizing Factor in Perception Journal 
of Social Psychology, 27:203-208 (1948).] 

There is also a tendency to deny that we have seen things which we value 
negatively. One experiment indicates that people are slower to recognize 
relatively common, obscene, taboo words experimentally presented without 
warning than they are even relatively uncommon nontaboo words. (W. Lacy 
et a)., Foreknowledge as a Factor Affecting Perceptual Defense and Alert- 
ness, Journal of Experimental Psychology, 45: 169-174 (1953).] When 
the subjects were warned in advance that they would see taboo words, they 
were quicker to recognize them. The experimenters did not speculate 
whether the subjects, male graduate students, may have had delusions about 
the reluctance of psychologists to recognize the existence of dirty words. 
[E. McGinnies, Emotionality and Perceptual Defense, Psychological fle- 
view, 56: 244-251 (1949).] Evidently a mild kind of shock and avoidance 
reaction occurs when these words are seen because in another experiment, 
subjects were slower to see ordinary words after having seen the taboo 
words than they were in seeing the same ordinary words, after seeing non- 
taboo words. [E. McGinnies and H. Sherman, Generalization of Perceptual 
Defense, Journal of Abnormal and Social Pstjchology, 47: 81-85 (1952) ] 

Even when relatively neutral words are .seen in an emotionally laden con- 
text people tend to be slower to recognize such neutral, harmle.ss words 
than words which have positive or negative value. (J. C. Gilchrist et al. 
Values as Determinants of Word-Recognition Thresholds. Journal of Ah- 
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normal and Social Psychology, 49:423-^26 (1954).] The experimenters 
used as subjects people who \\'ere either %’er>' high or very low in the degree 
of their anti-Semitism. The subjects were shown cards with neutral w'ords 
sandw'iched between the w'ord “Jew” printed twice on some of the cards 
and neutral words between the word “ink” printed twice on other cards. 
Both the high and low prejudiced subjects were slower to recognize the 
neutral words in the context “Jew” than they w’ere in the context “ink.” No 
control group of subjects, between those who w'ere high or low' in preju- 
dice towards Jews, was used in this e.xperiment. Evidence of perceptual 
emphasis related to emotion has been found where it is not abstract symbols, 
verbal or otherwise, but people w'ho are being judged. [P. F. Secord et al., 
The Negro Stereotype and Perceptual Accentuation, Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology, 53: 78-83 (1956).] In tins experiment pro- and 
anti-Negro groups were show'n pictures of ten Negroes w-ho differed in the 
degree of their negroid features. Both the pro- and anti-Negro groups 
tended to emphasize negroid features in the pictures more than did the 


neutral group. 

When N’alues become more personal and less abstract or general the re- 
lationship still holds. People again lend to be slow in identifying words in 
categories representing things to which they attach little value. A person 
who depreciated religion, when shown on a tachistoscope the word “sacred” 
reported seeing the words “sucked,” “sacked.” and “shocked” before he 
finally gase the correct word. A person who depreciated economic values, 
when shown the word “income” wandered even farther afield, reporting 
that he saw' the word “Iciu-ning,” “tomorrow’,” “know’ledge,” “literature,” 
and “loving” before he finally saw’ the word correctly. [L. Postman, J. 
Bruner, and E. McGinnies. Personal \'alues as Selective Factors in Percep- 


tion, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 43: 142-154 (1948).] 


APPENDIX 2 

A Couple of Cognitive IVIapd 

Tlie two maps (pp. 138-139) cover almost exactly the same segment of 
the earth. Tlic main natural feature is the Brahmaputra river. On one map 
it is called the Brahm[a]putra in Tibet and on the other the Yalu Tsangpo 
ri\ er. On one map, on the right-hand side, is a shaded area, labeled Neka, 
on the Indian side of the boundary between India and China. On the other 
map the same territory, containing arrows pointing to the “McMahon Line,” 
is on the Chinese side of the bouiKku-y between China and India. These 
are the cogniti\e maps which Indians and Chinese had in their heads as 
the\’ exchanged not words or maps but rifle fire along the border in the 
Autumn of 1962. To each combatant, the true boundary is as its map 
indicates. Since the real boundary cannot be determined by the words or 
the maps in the minds of the combatants, how’ is the reality determined? 
.\t least we know that we see what we arc determined to .see. How do we 
determine reality? The first map appeared in an official publication of the 
Indian government; the second appeared in an English-language journal 
published in China. 
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Proximal groups in politics 


Some definitions 

One of the most fundamental characteristics of perceptual processes 
is that they take place within society. Perception is social. But 
almost everything that mankind does is social or at least takes place 
within society, and it is inconceivable that man would be man out- 
side society. In this chapter our attention shifts from a noun to an 
adjective, from perception to social, which modiBes not only percep- 
tion but almost everything else we do. The individuals, and there- 
fore the groups, with which we are passively and actively associated 
help determine not only our individual and social identity but also 
our political affiliation. As Lazarsfeld has said, “social characteristics 
determine political preference.” ^ This true statement should not be 
taken for more than it merely says. It is not true that social charac- 
teristics are the solitary determinant of political preference, even 
though there is a tendency among students of society to make the 
object of their attention the king of all determinants of behavior. For 
example, in Iris discussion of the division of labor, Emile Durkheim 
says. 

Common life is attractive as well as coercive. ... as [man] learns the 
charm of this new life, he contracts the need for it. . . . That is why when 
individuals who are found to have c-ommon interests associate, it is not 
only to defend these interests, it is to associate. . . .* 

* The specific context— class status— in which Lazarsfeld made tliis statement 
becomes the subject matter of Chapter 8, The Politics of Status. 

* E. Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society, Glencoe, III. The Free Press 
1933 , 15 . 
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Durkheim avoids saying that society determines everything, but he 
does say that society determines our conscience, our sense of right 
and wrong, and does so without the intervention of any other forces. 
In other places Durkheim qualifies his statement a little bit more but 
still makes society the king of determinants of behavior.* 

As long as we are self-conscious about the tendency of people who 
study anything to regard that thing as of predominant importance, 
because it w of most interest to the person who studies it, we can safely 
acknowledge that relations with other people do constitute a major 
determinant of all behavior. All our action takes place in social 
context and— it cannot be overemphasized— people become free not by 
being group members but as a direct result of being group members. 
Groups do not simply establish conformity to the values, norms, be- 
liefs of the group. They also make individuality and nonconformity 
possible. 

It is best to start off with some definitions, in order at least not to 
add to the confusion that is apt to prevail when people talk about 
society without being very precise in what they mean by it. A group 
is a set of organisms in a state of interaction witli each other. Only 
when they are interacting do they constitute a group; when they are 
not interacting, they are not a group but a set, a category, a class. 
The actual members of a group, however, do not need to be together, 
in one another's presence, in order to interact. A person can be far 
removed from those other individuals which form the groups with 
which he identifies and still be profoundly influenced by them.* 

Some examples may make clear the distinction between group and 
category. In the natural state, a cluster of bacteria, a forest of trees, 
a school of fish, a flock of birds, a herd of antelope, a family of primates 
or of men— each is a group. In the cultivated state, that is in the 
condition cultivated by man, a culture of bacteria, an orchard, fish in a 
hatchery, cliickens in a barnyard, cattle raised for milk, beef or com- 
panionship, and children in school are groups. In biological tax- 
onomy, a genus, for example, oak trees (Quercns) composed of spe- 
cies, for example, red oak {Quercus rubra) and white oak {Quercus 
alba, Quercus sessilifiora) is not a group but a category. Members of 

3 Ibid., 14-15, 350. 

* In order to indicate th.it interaction is a general phenomenon, let it be men- 
tioned that hvo magnets within each other’s field can be properly called a pair of 
magnets, whereas two magnets outside one another’s field— e\’en though they 
have the potential for interaction— are not a pair but simply two separate magnets. 
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the same species may form a kind of group when they are together 
physically in a grove of trees. 

At least in the higher animal kingdom but probably also in the lower 
animal kingdom, two members of the same species widely separated 
may amount to nothing more than a category, but may form a group 
immediately when placed together— despite the absence of any prior 
contact whatsoever. For example, two animals may be placed to- 
gether in the zoo, one of which came from a place hundreds of miles 
from where the other one came, and immediately interact. What this 
suggests is that the tendency to form groups is innate, requires no prior 
social conditioning, and that members of the same species have a 
ready, a spontaneous, tendency to interact when placed together. 

Among human beings, people who, for example, commit a particular 
crime are nothing more than a category per se, but when such people 
are tried and convicted for a particular (civil or political) crime (like 
murder or opposing the government), they may actually form a prison 
group in death row and engage in common group activity, such as 
jointly going on a hunger strike or trying to get tlie warden to fire tlie 
cook. Small businessmen whose enterprises fail are a category but 
conceivably may unite into a group whose major purposes include 
mutual commiseration and joint action against big business, big trade 
unions, and big government. People who eat irregularly through no 
choice of their owm may be a category, but when they begin to share 
their consciousness of unforeseeable hunger tliey can become a group 
that has enormous power to get what it wants, by social-including 
political— means. 

People are not really people unless they are together. They are like 
haploid (germ) cells in that they are isolated and incomplete, in con- 
trast to diploid (somatic) cells composed of or descended from two 
compatible germ cells that have joined together. But we need not 
think, since society is necessary to make people, that when people get 
together a good society is formed. When people interact, even in- 
tensely, they need not be doing so to their mutual benefit and to pro- 
duce the completion, fulfillment, or happiness of both or all. To take 
an extreme case, two people who are fighting constitute a group just 
as much as two people who are in love. 

A group can change from mutual affection and trust to mutual hate 
suspicion, etc., and back again wliile still remaining a group. The 
prime small-group instance of this is a married couple who change 
from a state of strong affection and happy attachment to a condition 
m which the interacHon pattern is one of vigorous hosHlity, even of 
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hatred for brief periods. A larger case is exemplified by the broad 
social group composed of Western, Central, and Eastern Europe. 
When Germany engaged in two successive world wars with the allies, 
the nations fighting each other were no less a group than when, after 
these wars, Germany was in a more or less peaceful relationship with 
the former enemy nations. Tliis raises the question of the character 
of the relationship bet^veen members of the group. 

A master and a slave (j\/i and Si), a landlord and a peasant (Li and 
Pi), a boss and a worker (Bi and Wi)— each pair constitutes a group 
no less than one master talking with another (A/i and Afo) about his 
trouble with slaves (Si...„), Si and So talking over their grievances 
against Afi, Bi telling B> about his troubles with Wi and Wo. One 
basic difference behveen groups composed of M and S, L and P on 
the one hand and those composed of Wia2, Bi*o, etc., on the other is 
that the area of opposite and conflicting interest is greater in the 
former category of superiors and subordinates and the area of iden- 
tical and complementary interest is greater in the latter category of 
equals. It should be borne in mind that these hvo different kinds of 
groups are only abstracted polar t>’pes, and it cannot be truly said tliat 
a group composed of superiors and subordinates is necessarily a very 
unstable group. But it does suggest tlie hypothesis that there is less 
likelihood of tlie latter eqiialitarian kind becoming a hostile group 
which destroys itself or one or more of its members, and more likeli- 
hood that this group will sur\dve and grow. This is hv'potliesized as a 
consequence of the greater area of common interest in groups of 
equals, even though like individual interests may produce not just 
cooperation but conflict.® 

At this stage it is well to recall one of the major premises of this 
book: that togetherness, group formation, is not the only or the imme- 
diate or ultimate goal of organisms, even tliough it is one of tlie pro- 
foundest of their urges. It is well to recall also that the origin of 
forces which cause people to interact is the same— rooted in the same 
place— as are the origins of other basic but antisocial human urges, that 
is, in the organism. One implication of this is that in any actual group 
there are likely to be forces that seek to break it up, not just forces 
that seek to hold it together. This statement in turn is another way 

® From this paragraph the reader— and the wTiter— may note how difficult it is to 
separate definition from hypothesis and will, I trust, be on guard— though I 
hope not en garde— against the tendency to regard definitions, hj-potheses, and 
evidence as congruent. 
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of saying that the interests of the individual members of groups are 
in no instance coextensive forever or for very long. Some people talk 
about the conflict of interest behveen the individual and the group. 
It is more appropriate to talk about the mental conflict between the 
interest of an individual as an individual and the interest of that same 
individual as a group member, that is, in his social relationship. No 
individual can maintain his identity if he identifies his interests com- 
pletely with those of the group, and no individual can establish liis 
identity without being a group member. And, if Maslow is right, 
no one can become himself without satisfying his physical needs— in 
a social context.® In the first two cases he would be respectively an 
undifferentiated portion of a homogeneous mass (a condition that has 
never existed despite the reifying efforts of writers about the masses) 
or socially dead and thus not a person but a stunted animal. In the 
last case he would be physically dead and therefore not a person but 
an ex-person, a corpse. 

Why the terms proximal and distal? 

A major distinction must be made at this point between the two 
major categories of groups: proximal groups and distal groups. In the 
ways tliat these two terms are used in the ensuing discussion, they 
approximately equal the more usual designation of primary and sec- 
ondary groups. The reason for choosing the terms pro.ximal and distal 
is most easily stated by anatomic analogy. The proximal bone of one’s 
thumb is the bone closest to the hand; the distal bone, attached to the 
proximal bone, is the one more distant and requires the mediation of 
the proximal bone in order to carry out its various sensory and motor 
functions. The social denotation of this anatomic connotation is this: 
proximal groups are tliose which are mentally next to the individual. 
In consequence, these are the ones with which he is subjectively in 
most strong, affective relationship, either positively or negatively. 
Usually such groups are the ones which he sees face-to-face. How- 
ever, a proximal group— that is, one which mediates external influences 

® The relative priority and the interaction of physical and social needs showed up 
clearly in a Nazi concentration camp. According to one report, in a camp where 
the food and housing conditions were not as bad as in others, comradeship 
developed. The report also shows that the individuals who were members of a 
small, closely knit group of prisoners that shared things equally survived better 
than individuals who were isolated. [C. Bondy, Problems of Internment Camps 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 38: 453-475 ( 1943).] 
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from distal groups and in addition has some enormously significant 
group functions, other than mediation— need not always be face-to- 
face at a particular point in time and space when it helps determine 
how the proximal-group member acts. A distal group, on the other 
hand, always has its influence mediated by a proximal group: no distal 
group identifications are ever established without the mediation at 
some point of a proximal group.^ 

The fourfold table which follows will serve to illustrate what I mean 
by the difference between proximal and distal groups, including tliose 
which are present and those not present at the time they influence 
behavior. If the reader still prefers the modifiers face-to-face and non- 
face-to-face, there is no loss in using them as long as he remains aware 
of the essential mediating role of proximal (face-to-face) groups with 
respect to distal (non-face-to-face) groups. 

These distinctions behveen proximal and distal groups are arbitrary 
but not therefore absurd. It may be hard indeed to distinguish 
qualitatively behveen the influence which the parish priest or the local 
party boss has on a person and the influence of the church itself. It 
is probably as yet impossible to distinguish these influences quanti- 
tatively. But we can certainly recognize that tlie influence of all distal 
groups has to be mediated in some way or anotlier through proximal 
groups, through individuals witli whom the influenced individual 
himself has direct, immediate contact. 

Why groups form and endure 

With these distinctions in mind between groups on the one hand 
and categories on the other, and behveen proximal and distal groups, 
we can briefly consider why groups form, grow, endure, and die. 
Fundamentally they do all but the last of these things because they 
serve one or more innate human needs, including the needs for food, 
clothing, shelter, health, physical safety; social needs, including sex 
(which is part physical as well); self-esteem or dignity; and self- 
actualization. We can readily see how necessary groups are for the 
satisfaction of the physical needs. And without stretching die imag- 
ination we can see how these vast, largely distal groups called nations 
become coordinated to satisfy physical needs wliich in primitive tribal 

^ Here again, as before, definition and hypothesis are intermingled. Be on 
guard. The forces of direct and mediated contact and of close and distant contact 
remain a paradox— distinct yet intertwined, and not quite conceptually resoh’able. 
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Some Examples of Proximal Groups 
(Those with Which One Has Direct Contact) 

Present at Time of Influencing Not Present at Time of Influencing 

Behavior Behavior 


Family, in broad sense 

Neighbors 

Friends 

Work associates 
Priest, rabbi, minister 
Individuals one has met only once or 
briefly, like the rude and dirty “for- 
eigner,” the generous seat-partner 
on a train, etc. 

The speaker at a public meeting 
Pseudo-proximal (actually distal) 

The speaker on radio or television 
(actually mediated electronically) 
The sympathetic or hostile character 
in a novel or folk legend (actually 
mediated by an author or the person 
who tells the legend) 


One’s mental association with parents, 
grandparents, et al., days or years 
after these associations have phys- 
ically taken place 

One’s past associations with neighbors 
and friends 

One’s past associations witli church- 
men (pastor, priest, et al.) and with 
other manifestations of the church 
organization 

Pseudo-proximal (actually distal) 

One’s fanciful or imagined associa- 
tions with ideal figures 
Identification with great men, 
rulers, go<ls, Christ, or Go<l 
Tlie remembered siieaker on radio 
or television (actually mediated elec- 
tronically) 

The remembered .sympathetic or 
hostile character in u novel or folk 
legend (actually mediated by an 
author or the |)erson who tells the 
legend) 


Some Examples of Distal Groups 
(Those with Which Contact is Mediated by Proximal CJroups) 

Pre.sent at Time of Influencing Not Present at Time of Influencing 

Behavior Behavior 


Political parties 
Pressure groups 

News mwlia (papers, radio, TV) 

Tribe 

Clan 

Race 

Church 

Region 

Nation 


The history of one’s country, region, 
<-lan, etc. 

The history of one’s church 

The history of one’s parly, social club, 
trade union 

The history of one’s culture — the gen- 
eric term within which can be in- 
clude<J all of the preceding distal 
examples 
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or medieval manorial society are largely satisfied in a nuclear (father, 
motlier, cliildren) or extended (father, sons and their wives and chil- 
dren) family. In national groups, we buy food raised by an unknown 
farmer and are protected by anonymous policemen and judges and 
armies. Can we then say that social needs are altogether derivative 
and secondary, that people form groups solely for the sake of other 
needs? Experimental evidence indicates that this is unlikely to be so 
—particularly intraspecies-not only among humans but also among 
primates and some higher vertebrates. 

In one sensitive experiment, new hens were individually placed in 
an already established flock of chickens. The initial interaction con- 
sisted of fighting and chasing, between the old members of the flock 
and the new member. After this subsided, for some days the new 
hen could still be identified by the distance she kept and the unique 
pattern of siniilance and avoidance with respect to the other hens. 
After six to ten days the strangeness of the new hen was no longer 
apparent; it had become an established member of the flock.® 

In a similar experiment, strange dogs were introduced into an estab- 
lished group of dogs, indicating the basis on which a new dog is 
accepted or rejected. The amount of aggressiveness and hostility 
showTi toward a new dog varied according to several factors. The old 
dogs reacted to the new dog most aggressively if he was “of the same 
breed and sex.” They reacted somewhat less aggressively if the 
stranger ^^’as of the "same sex but different breed,” even less ag- 
gressively if it was of the “same breed but different sex” and least 
aggressively if the new dog was of a “different breed and sex.” The 
tighter the social hierarclu- pre\-iously established, the more frequent 
was the rejection of tlie new dog. And the dog whose integration 
was being forced tried to avoid the established group and get close 
to the human obsci-\ er.'’ 

In both the hen and the dog experiments, we observed sociability 
as such to be a major factor in what happened within the group. The 
mere fact of not being a group member made a difference in how the 
group behaved when the new individual animal was introduced to 

8 David M. Levy, The .Strange Hen. Aincriani Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 20: 
355—362 ( 1950). Levy noted that the need to belong “appears to take precedence 
over the dominance driv e, the drive we perceive in luimans as the need for self- 
assertion." [Ihul., 35.S,) .And he noted that it took longer for older hens to get 
assimilated than ver>- young chickens. 

J. A. King, Closed Soci.d Groups among Domestic Dogs, Proceedings of the 
American Pltilosophical Society, 98; 327-336 (1954). 
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the group. There is more direct evidence for the effects on an indi- 
vidual of not being a group member, and therefore by implication a 
demonstration of the social need. 


Social nature without nurture 

One of the main purposes of a series of experiments under the di- 
rection of Harlow at the University of Wisconsin was to carefully 
observe the relation between mother rhesus monkeys and their off- 
spring, to find out how necessary it was— if necessary at all— for 
monkeys to have actual mothers. In the experimental setup, monkeys 
from birth were separated from their actual mothers and bottle-fed 
from either a bare wire figure tliat was shaped like a mother or a 
sponge-rubber and terrycloth covered motlier. The baby monkeys did 
indeed seek out food from the wire mother, but aside from their need 
for food they had a preference for tlie cloth-covered mother.^** 

Monkeys so raised did not develop normally and had strange social 
reactions. Some would "rage” at passers-by or "rage” internally by 
biting themselves; others exhibited apathy. None of tliem exhibited 
normal social reactions. At the age of 6 montlis they were unable to 
play normally with other monkeys; they could not play witli one an- 
other and could not manipulate toys. In contrast, at the age of 4 
months, monkeys raised by real mothers did play together and with 
toys. When they became adults and were placed together with other 
monkeys that were breeding, the monkeys that had “matured” with 
mother surrogates did not breed.” 

If the experiment seems cruel, bear in mind that humans are more important 
than monkeys— or should be-and that Harlow and his associates, in studying these 
Madison monkeys, probably have contributed to our understanding of ourselves. 
Of course this itself may constitute cruelty, but of a lesser sort than persistent 
ignorance of ourselves. At least we assume tliat tlie trutlj will make us free. 
And it is not psychologists but rightist and leftist dictatorships that have made 
nionkeys out of human beings. 

” A full and felicitous account of the research as of 1958 is contained in Harry 
F. Harlow, The Nature of Love, The American Psychologist. 13 : 673-685 (De- 
cember 1958). See also H. F. Harlow and R. R. Zimmerman, Tlie Development 
o Affectional Responses in Infant Monkeys, Proceedings of the American 
Philosophical Society. 102: 501-509 (1958). There is a sensiUve report of Uie 
research by L. Engel, The Troubled Monkeys of Madison, in the New York Times 
Mflgozine. 29 January 1961. For a comparison of the social behavior of monkeys 
Dom in natural surroundings and of those born in a primate laboratory and 
resWet^ in social conUct. see W. A. Mason, The Effects of Social Restriction 
on the Behavior of Rhesus Monkeys. I. Free Social Behavior, Journal of Compare- 
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Harlow explains this process as one of social conditioning. He 
attributes the abnormal behavior purely to the environmental forces 
of the babyhood of the monkeys. If the abnormality of die monkeys 
raised without normal mothers was a process of social conditioning, 
why then was the social conditioning incurred after these monkeys 
were placed with normally raised monkeys not successful in changing, 
in normalizing, the behavior of the experimental monkeys? Why must 
the imprinting process occur at certain (early) stages of mental 
growth? 

What seems to be missing from the explanation can best be illus- 
trated by noting the eflFect of foot-binding among Chinese gentle- 
women during their childhood so that as adults they would have tiny 
feet. It is indeed true that the tiny feet were a direct result of en- 
vironmental factors and had nothing to do with heredity. It is also 
true that the feet were not able to grow to normal size once the period 
of normal growth for feet had been passed, despite the unbinding of 
the feet. By the same token, the behavior of Harlow’s monkeys can- 
not be quite explained by the fact that they did not get social condi- 
tioning from a normal mother. We must also add the fact that social 
conditioning to be effective has to come at a certain time during the 
organism’s development, because the organism is so constituted as to 
be \mable to interact with the environment in the same way at all 
stages of development Organic factors, in other words, continue to 
interact with environmental factors and are crucial to the develop- 
ment of the individual. 

Clinical evidence as to a small child in India that apparently had 
a socially abnormal infancy and early childhood tends also to refute 
tlie monistic nature of environmental influences on the maturation 
process. This child, who was fifteen years old at the time the report 
was written about him, had been found at the age of nine in a very 
disheveled state— unable to speak, unable to walk normally, imable to 
behave normally in almost any sense. The popular supposition in 
India was that he was anotlier one of the fabulous wolf children. 

Uve and Fhysiohglcal Psychology, 53; 582-589 (1960) and W. A. Mason, ibid., 
II. Tests of Gregariousness, op. cit., 54; 287-290 (1961). 

O. Weininger, Mortality of Albino Rats under Stress as a Function of Early 
Handling, Canadian Journal of Psychology, 7: 111-114 (1953) reports that 
albino rats which were not handled when they were young died when subject to 
prolonged deprivation (mainly of food and water), whereas rats that had been 
handled when they were young survived the same deprivation. 
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Whatever or whoever had been involved in his early childhood, it is 
clear that he had been raised in surroundings not at all similar to 
a normal human environment. He was quite incapable of any kind of 
communication, any kind of verbal communication with human be- 
ings. Tests indicated that his brain development at birth was normal, 
that whatever had caused him to become what he was had occurred 
since birth as a result of abnormal social interaction, whether with 
wolves or with human beings. Again, as in the case of Harlow’s 
monkeys, apparently the “wolf’ child was incapable of becoming a 
normal human being, once the period of normal social development 
had passed without normal human relationships and despite continu- 
ous efforts over a six-year period to train him in normal behavior 
patterns.^® 


More clear-cut data are available in the case of a psychotic nine- 
year-old child, whose prior history became known to the investigator. 
In his early childhood, this child had received no affection, and when 
he had cried was allowed to cry endlessly without being comforted. 
He was well-fed, well-clothed, and otherwise not neglected, except in 
tenns of affection and other normal interactions between parents and 
children. When he first got psychiatric attention, this child had come 
to think of himself as a machine. He could eat, defecate, etc., only if 
he properly plugged himself into imaginary devices on the wall, table, 
or what not. After three years of therapy, when he was twelve, some 
progress had been made toward returning him to normal social inter- 
action, but he still was to a very large degree abnormal, even though 
he liad now rejected the notion that he was a machine and was very 
anxious to establish affectional patterns with other people.^® 

A study of infant children raised in a nursery by their own mothers 
and of infant children raised in a foundling home without mothers 
revealed rather striking differences in the behavior of these two cate- 
gories of children. The children raised in a nursery with their own 
inothers became normal, healthy individuals; none of them died. The 
children raised without their mothers in the foundling home were 
emotionally starved and “never learned to speak, to walk, to feed 
themselves.” All but one or two of the 91 in the foundling home be- 
came human vvrecks who behaved either in the manner of agitated 
or of apathetic idiots." In contrast to \(m survival of the nursery- 


Paul GHmes. India's “Wolf Boy," New York Times Magazine, 30 October 1960 
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raised children, the mortality rate among these foundling-home chil- 
dren was 37% at the end of the second year, and those who survived 
remained either apathetic or hyperexcitable.^* 

These clinical findings do not conclusively demonstrate that there 
is a social need, that there is an innate desire on the part of indi- 
viduals from birth to associate with other human individuals, but at 
least they corroborate what is taken for granted by virtually all parents 
—that children need affection and that if the environment denies it, 
the consequences are catastrophic. To reiterate a segment of Chap- 
ter 2, groups do not form just for the purpose of satisfying other needs, 
such as the physical needs for food, clothing, etc., but also form for 
the sake of getting individuals together. Being together is not simply 
inherently satisfying, fun for its own sake, but also necessary to the 
normal development of what we know human beings to be as adults. 

Groups lielp meet tlie physical and meet tlie social needs. For this 
reason groups form, grow, and endure. Correlatively they cease to 
exist when they no longer help meet tliese various needs. This asser- 
tion is not so self-evident as on its logical face it may seem to be. It 
denies both that there is a functional autonomy of— or acquired need 
for— groups as such and also that they are autonomous, spontaneous 
entities apart from the various members who compose them. 

The functional autonomy principle argues that the individual has 
only to be exposed to group membersliip in order to generate a need 
for association. This position seems to be as incomplete as saying 
that tliere need only be sensitization for a photograph to be taken. 
There can be no sensitization if there is no light outside and no photo- 
sensitive film inside the camera. A camera never becomes function- 
ally autonomous; it always needs light outside and film inside to work 
as a camera. In this sense society’ remains a concept, not an actual 
force, and only the characteristics of human beings make society what 
it is. This docs not mean that there is no point in studying society 

R. A. Spitz, The Role of Ecological Factors in Emotional Development in 
Infancy, Child Development, 20: 1-15-155 (1949). The author asserts that emo- 
tional discrimination precedes other perceptual development. The infant at 3 
months responds with a smile to its “human partner” but does not recognize food 
till 2 months later. At 8 months a child distinguishes familiar from strange 
people and is anxious in tlie presence of strangers but does not distinguish toys 
and other objects from each other imtil 10 months. [Ibid., 147.] See also 
John Bowlby, Maternal Care aiul Mental Health, Geneva, World Health Organiza- 
tion, 1952, which summarizes much research on tlie consequences of abnormal or 
absent mother-infant relationships. 



Proximal groups in politics 153 

as it is— as an abstraction, like such other abstractions as perception or 
motivation— but just that we remember that society is an abstraction 
and not all of reality and is not even a self-contained abstract system. 
Without the innate social need, neither society nor the individual 
is conceivable. 


The brothers Furumoto 

When we were considering basic human needs we brought up the 
hypothetical case of Tom Furumoto and Mary Fairgrieve who had 
just been married in a Catholic church in Hawaii. Having created 
this couple just a few chapters ago, we now have no difficulty making 
long leaps through some thirty years’ time to find out what has hap- 
pened to them. We find out for one thing that they have had two 
sons, both of whom are now quite grown. One of them has just 
entered law practice in a firm witli a large-corporation clientele in 
Hawaii, after graduating from law school in tlie University of Cali- 
fornia at Berkeley. A second son has just been kicked out of Swarth- 
more College for causing tlie pregnancy of a co-ed, the daughter of a 
prominent playwright in New York. How tliese events came about 
and what happened since the wedding of Tom Furumoto and Mary 
Fairgrieve is now our concern, as a matter having to do with proximal 
group influence. 

Tom and Mary Furumoto left the church for an extended honey- 
moon. Both were quite passionately and almost desperately in love. 
They forgot about the doubts of his parents who, with age, grew in- 
creasingly attached to the old ways of the Japanese village of their 
childhood and increasingly doubtful of the rootless new generation. 
And they ignored the hot indignation of Mary’s father and the cold 
disdain of her mother. The couple's enormous zest and happiness 
continued for months after Mary discovered she was going to have a 
child. Then there was some discussion as to where tlie child should 
be baptized. Tom reminded Mary that the priest had made them 

The following fictional account of the Furumoto family is presented to lend 
coherence and comprehensibility to a variety of psychological findings discussed in 
the chapter. The reader who boggles at fictionalizing can skip the Furumotos 
without loss of content but may suffer from a nob'on that human behavior is as 
compartmentalized as psychologists must look at it in sensibly carrying out re- 
search. An excellent critical synthesis of research is contained in Sidney Verba, 
Small Croups and Folilical Behavior, Princeton, Princeton University Press 1961 
chs. 2-4. ’ ’ 
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promise to baptize the child in die Catholic church. Mary was vig- 
orously reluctant and agreed to do so only if the child were a boy, 
which it was. Before the child’s birdi, Mary argued with apparent 
success that those of their children who were boys would be raised 
Catholic and the girls outside the church. 

The first child was baptized Thomas Fairgrieve Furumoto after his 
father and mother. The second was named Kentaro Kawashima Furu- 
moto after the father of Tom’s mother. Two years later when Mary 
was pregnant with their third child she contracted the mumps and lost 
the child and almost died herself. Within six months after her re- 
covery, Mary wrote her father that she had joined the Catholic church. 
Her father wired Mary that John Knox at least was spared the shame 
of siring a Mary Stuart. Mary now broke with her parents completely. 

Some thirty years after the marriage we find that young Tom has 
mairied a Portuguese-Hawaiian restaurant owner’s daughter, whom 
he met years before at the University of Hawaii, and that Ken, living 
and writing in New York, remains unmarried. Tom’s career is headed 
towards politics in the Republican party. His catalogue of saints in- 
cludes Abraham Lincoln, his two grandfathers, his father, and who- 
ever is tlie current or most recent Repubhcan U. S. Senator from 
Plawaii. His catalogue of sinners includes Adolf Hitler, the South 
African white supremacists, the unprincipled Japanese political boss 
in tlie Democratic party in Honolulu, and Japanese citizens of the 
United States who live in Hawaii and who have a taste for Zen 
Buddhism and a distate for Hawaiian music as played in the best 
tourist hotels. 

Ken moved to the Harlem district of New York after leaving his 
classmates in Swarthmore. He studied English literature for a while 
at Columbia, left, and became a writer of delicate, hybridized love 
poems, which reflect a sensitivity to both Japanese verse and English 
love poems of the Cavalier period. He has had a steady succession 
of affairs but never married because of his constant search for the 
ideal woman, who is a composite of liis mother, the playwright’s 
daughter, Ruth the Moabitess, Marx’s devoted wife Jenny, and of his 
own veneration of the unequivocally sexual, physically mature Greek 
goddess Aphrodite. His ego ideals are Leo Tolstoi, Peter Kropotkin, 
and Franz Kafka. His betes noires are the Nazi ideologue Alfred 
Rosenberg; the Japanese wartime premier Hideki Tojo; white people 
whose best friends are deserving Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Chinese, 
Japanese, and Indonesians; and any compromisers with justice (which 
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includes all politicians, statesmen, agitators, and violent revolution- 
aries) and with truth (which includes almost all magazine editors). 

It would be easy and a little comforting to explain these results by 
stating some correlations— that for example children accept (or occa- 
sionally reject ) the politics of their parents. Or we could say that the 
adoption of political views is only one facet of the general encultura- 
tion process that parents carry out as mediators between the big 
society and their children. These and like statements are true and 
not very explanatory: they say how but not why. 

But how, in terms of the central, familial part of proximal social 
influences can we explain such phenomena as the hves and outlooks 
of young Thomas and Kentaro Furumoto? Both were raised with 
formally identical genes, in the same nuclear and extended family, 
and in the same culture. Why do they differ? Why is one intensely 
pohtical and why does the other regard himself as intensely apolitical, 
even antipolitical? Using these contrasting hypothetical brothers to 
provide a basis for systematic analysis of group influences, let us start 
with the familial among the proximal group influences and then con- 
sider the nonfamilial proximal influences. 

Togetherness and aparthood 

One of the least disputed facts in social science is tliat the familial 
influences usually constitute the strongest of the social influences in 
the shaping of the personality of an individual, in the making of an 
adult human being out of the squalling new organism that parents 
find so fascinating and pleasurable but which is in psychological terms 
only potentially human. We can best get at the shaping of an adult 
human by putting ourselves not in the position of parents but in the 
position of the newborn child, because it is into his central nervous 
system tliat the influences pass and are selectively absorbed and cast 
off in the maturation process. 

The earliest social experience, which is surely on the unconscious, 
inarticulated level, is of oneness with the very limited environment, 
whose most prominent feature is the almost ever-present mother. An 
infant does not distinguish himself from his environment. In time 
an infant becomes gradually aware of the distinction, partly because 
of the occasional failure of the environment to satisfy his needs when 
they send signals of discomfort to his brain. The central nerves get 
signals from his empty or distended stomacli, his wet and smelly bot- 
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tom, or from those peripheral and central neural regions that tell his 
brain he needs to be held, fondled, and played with— or that he has 
been held, fondled, and played wth too much. The gap between 
need and satisfaction forms gradually the gap between self and other. 

A dialogue develops in the background of his other activities— a 
dialogue tliat becomes noticeable to others— parents, especially— dur- 
ing the first few weeks or months and perhaps not too much later to 
the child itself. As he eats, sings to himself, and plays, a conflict 
grows that roughly parallels, but in a sense is identical with, the 
gradual separation from his parents over the long period of childhood. 
After he becomes aware of his own separate identity, the conflict is 
between deliberately identifying with his parents and others and be- 
coming liis owm detached, autonomous, self-sustaining self. He is 
never really able to be his mother or (later) his father, either phys- 
ically or mentally,^® but in liis mind he inevitably thinks as though he 
indeed were his mother or his father. He is never able in his mind to 
be altogether separated from his proximal groups, beginning with his 
parents. As he emerges and continues to emerge into self-conscious- 
ness, he does so ineluctably from the context of a particular mother 
or father who in his perception were once part of Iiim and he of them. 
The subjective and objective, united at birth, are never wholly sep- 
arated or separable. Whetlier he is at work in school or in play at 
home, the growing child, consciously or unconsciously, is never al- 
together without his parents. 

The identification process also includes the adoption of the parents’ 
attitude toward people, society, God, the universe, right and wrong, 
and ever>'thing else that parents deliberately or inadvertently, in 
thought and action, impress upon their children. These conceptual, 
ideational matters are part of the environment, directly mediated by 
those people from whom the child does not quite distinguish himself. 
Some observers who ha^•e noted these phenomena have concluded that 
this absoq^tion of culture is a passive, indiscriminate one in which 
the growing child is like a piece of clay in the hands of the sculptur- 
ing encultiirators. This extreme environmentalist view has been 
shared by Lockeans, Lamarckian evolutionists, psychological beha^'io^- 
ists, and Marxists alike (not to mention advertising agencies). Quite 
without relationship to their political ideology, the view has polemical 

He never truly was, for the sex cells which produced his body were never 
part of the anatomy of eitlier parent but only contained therein and only nurtured 
during gestation by his mother. 
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point in emphasizing the tremendous, almost unique, impressibility 
of the human organism.'^ 

But this process of absorbing and assimilating the environment is 
by no means a passive one, in which old wine is poured into new 
wineskins, any more than the digestive tract indiscriminately absorbs 
everything that the child swallows. The mind mediates between a 
continuing barrage of stimuli, not all of which are from outside the 
organism. The mind— the ego in Freud’s terms— has to mediate, by 
acceptance, rejection, and compromise, in order to maintain some 
kind of coherence in tlie personality of the individual.’® Among people 
of normal desire for a greater satisfaction of needs, including tlie need 
for better relationships witli parents and for more comfortable au- 
tonomy, there is never complete satisfaction with the way one’s 
parents have done things, with the way parents tliink and act. And 
as no two organisms are identical, even with formally the same genetic 
composition, so are no two sets of environmental influences identical, 
even for children raised by tlie same parents, teachers, fellow students, 
and others. Parents change from year to year, and the rest of the en- 
vironment usually changes much more tlian do parents. 

The father and mother of the brothers 

Now let us apply the proximal group influences to a supposititious 
explanation of the political outlook of the brotliers Furumoto. This 
makes it necessary for us to peer into the minds of Tom and Mary 
Furumoto, tlie parents, and at least to glance into the minds of both 
sets of grandparents. 

We have noted an adoption of tlie conventional values of the West- 
ernized, Americanized, Christianized Hawaiian society by Thomas 
Fairgrieve Furumoto and a rejection of many of the same values by 
his younger brother Kentaro. Why tliis difference in reaction pattern? 

Tom (the fatlier) Furumoto as a child had had occasional close 
school contacts with Caucasians whom he enjoyed playing with, ex- 
cept sometimes when they got angry or mean and called him a “dirty 
little Jap.” He was so lost in play on such occasions that he was 
startled at being called a dirty little Jap. He not only did not regard 
himself as particularly dirty, small, or Japanese but also resented bc- 

For Freud’s formulation of the process see particularly his New Introductory 
Lectures on Psychoanalysis, London, The Hogarth Press, 1933, Lecture 31, 78-106, 
especially 78-90. 

« See ibid., 105. 
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ing accused of these three iniquities. After these experiences Tom 
would sometimes tell his parents. They would get upset and see to 
it that he bathed more regularly than boys bathe even in Japan, ate 
as much as he could of good food to help him grow tall, and studied 
assiduously his English speaking and writing. The parents were up- 
set because to tliem Tom was not very Japanese at all, spoke only 
broken Japanese, and seemed to speak Enghsh with no accent what- 
ever. They also told him he should be proud that he was Japanese. 
Tom was an energetic, perceptive child and young man. He saw that 
it was difficult to adopt and be adopted into Western culture, but he 
also saw that it was impossible to return in any sense to Japan. With 
vigor and minimal equivocation, he chose to assimilate. 

He left the Buddhist temple of his parents when he left home for 
Honolulu and the University. From a Caucasian friend, who usually 
regarded him not as Japanese but as a good fellow, he gained solace 
in companionate atheism, but when his good friend after Pearl Harbor 
burst out in hatred of “those sneaky Japs,” Tom gradually moved into 
the Catholic church and became very devout. Displacing in the most 
acceptable fashion his hostility to tlie wliite community, he came to 
hate the land of his ancestors for the contempt and suspicion directed 
toward Iiim by his fellow students during the first year of the war. 
He enlisted in the army, served in military’ intelligence in the Pacific 
until September 1945, and in the occupation forces in Japan until he 
was discharged a year after the war. He did well at his job, though 
at a liigh price in what he had come to regard as his own false, un- 
Christian pride. The Japanese with whom he talked in Tokyo in 1946 
greeted his American-accented Japanese pronunciation with smiles ill- 
concealed under their hands, and seemed to think him a traitor of 
sorts. And once he overheard the wife of an American officer say to 
her husband, after seeing Tom reading a Japanese book in a railroad 
station, “Are you sure that that Jap in American uniform is not a spy?” 
His anger and frustration he swallowed successfully, witli the help of 
tlie priest, who reminded him tliat tlie meek would inherit the earth. 

Toms parents had secretly rejoiced at Japanese battle victories in 
the early years of the war, in the same deep and shallow way that 
Cambridge University graduates all over the world rejoice when a 
Cambridge man becomes prime minister of the United Kingdom. 
^^'hen Tom came back from Japan and was discharged from the army, 
his parents were privately and publicly proud of their son who had 
made good in American society, and they counted tlie high cost even 
less tlian had Tom. 
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He worked as a clerk for a while in a trading company and then 
went into partnership with a Caucasian in the wholesale fish market 
in Honolulu. Once on a double date with his partner, he met the 
partner’s girl friend, an acquaintance who was spending the Christ- 
mas vacation of her last college-year in Hawaii with her Nisei room- 
mate at Vassar. Tom’s partner was bored and ner^’ous with tlie two 
Vassar girls' tendency to discuss Prokofiev, Franklin Roosevelt, Hitler, 
and race prejudice. But Mary was struck by the energetic, confident 
Tom and he by her and so the son of Japanese immigrants to Hawaii 
and the daughter of a highly successful and intelligent men’s clothier 
in Pittsburgh were married after her June graduation. Her father, 
Adam Fairgrieve, was a tlioroughly humane sort wlio had lieartily re- 
jected the subordination of women that had killed his own mother 
with drudgery and child-bearing. He recognized the implications of 
women’s suffrage. Nonetheless he was apoplectic at the marriage 
of his daughter to a poor Hawaiian Japanese, and in a Catholic cliurch 
at that. What did they teach those girls at Vassar, anyhow? 

Mary Williams Fairgrieve had never as a child in the late 1920s 
known the poverty and discrimination that her future husband was 
experiencing thousands of miles from the Pittsburgh suburb where 
she was raised. Her father was not an immigrant but tlie son of an 
immigrant from Scotland. He had worked his way througli Prince- 
ton, and met and courted the daughter of a distinguished dean, who 
traced his ancestry proudly back to Roger Williams of Rhode Island. 
The dean was dubious of this ambitious young upstart wlio.se father 
had been a mill hand and an Owenite in Scotland, and who despite 
poor grades and a certain self-righteous smugness proposed to marry 
his bored, beautiful daughter and frankly aspired to go into business 
and become wealthy. Young Fairgrieve was quite free of the radical 
foolishness of his father, whom he deferentially dismissed as imprac- 
tical, and the distinguished dean was relieved to find that young Fair- 
grieve had none of those old world ideas about the subordination of 
women. So Dean Williams gave his gratuitous consent, early in the 
unbuttoned 1920s. Fairgrieve prospered, and took his wife and two 
daughters around the world in 1938, just before the younger and un- 
beautiful daughter Mary was about to enter high school. They spent 
two weeks in Japan, and Mary fell in love with a land and a people. 

With no real grounds for hostility against society at large, Mary's 
problems were not related to assimilation but were a projection of the 
mixed feelings she had toward her parents. She respected her mother, 
who came to return the respect. The mother was a just-minded, cold 
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woman. She taught her daughters manners and polite interest for 
ideas and learning, and never really loved them or her husband— a 
merchant who could never measure up to her handsome and academ- 
ically distinguished father. Mary loved her father dearly, but the 
love was unrequited. Her father kept forever trying to convince his 
wife he was wortliy of her, witli constant unsuccess. So he trans- 
ferred his affections to his eldest daughter, who resembled her mother. 
He displaced many of his aggressions against liis \vife on Mary, his 
own living image. The mother and the elder daughter he indulged. 

Mary was relentlessly educated by both parents. From her mother 
she learned to disdain the cheap and the false; from her father she 
learned to respect hard work, authority, the best people, and the 
great, now safely dead and buried Celtic radical, Roger Williams. 
And she never felt eitlier loved or indulged. In high school she con- 
sistently made the honor roll and had no dates. Her sister disdained 
the honor roll and dated a little more often than her parents knew. 
The older sister went to a small college near Baltimore, flunked out, 
and eventually married a young Harvard graduate who was an ensign 
in the wartime Navy. Mary went to a very serious girls’ college and 
again was an honor student. 

But it was tlie depression and her thwarted affection and her result- 
ing unconscious hostility to both parents that combined to produce a 
socio-political reaction in Mar>^ On what to her were manifestly quite 
rational grounds, she began to suffer for brutalized mankind. She 
spent a summer doing social work among steel workers in Pittsburgh. 
In college she chose as an older roommate the daughter of a clothing 
manufacturer who was Jewish. When tliis girl graduated, Mary vol- 
unteered to take as a roommate the daughter of a prominent Los 
Angeles merchant who as a Japanese had been interned in a reloca- 
tion center for the duration of the war. 

Mary’s motlier seemed much less disturbed by the changes in her 
V’assar daughter than was Mr. Fairgrieve. Perhaps because he was so 
upset by this radicalism, Mrs. Fairgrieve made light of it all and said 
Mar>' would eventually settle down and marry a doctor or a lawyer, 
after seeing the futilit>' of graduate school. Mr. Fairgrieve from time 
to time dropped comments: “But what will tlie men at the club say if 
tliey find out about Mar\’?” and “You can pass off this nonsense about 
a Jewish roommate, even though it is embarrassing, hut the daughter 
of a possible saboteur, and Japanese at that!” or “I understand the 
Jap girl’s from a Buddhist family turned Catholic. I bet Mary isn’t 
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even a Christian any more. Has she said anytliing about going to 
church lately?” and “Now she says she’s going to vote for Roosevelt, 
first chance she gets. Haven’t I given her everything she wants?” 

And so on her last college fling, a trip to Hawaii, Mary met her 
roommate’s date and at last married a Catholic Japanese up-and- 
coming businessman. Tom was not Presbyterian, not Scotch and not 
yet rich, but other\vise he was just like Mary’s father, except that Tom 
was ardent and really seemed to love her, wliich her own father never 
had. In this young Catholic was the same puritanical dedication 
to betterment that tensed the minds of members of the American 
middle-class in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and 
their counterparts in the U.S.S.R. starting in the 1930s and in China in 
the 1960s. In this young Vassar graduate was tlie same self-assurance 
of high social status that was the precious commodity purchased at 
great sacrifice by puritans of whatever race or religion for future de- 
livery to their descendants. By marrying her, Tom got distal contact 
through his proximal wife of this assurance, but only his strikingly 
handsome children would proximally experience even a modicum of it. 


The apolitical and the political 

Their first son, young Tom, was tlie idol of his father to sucli an 
extent that his mother vaguely sensed the same neglect tliat so upset 
her in her own father. Young Tom grew up in tlie new Hawaii, where 
Japanese now were finally and condescendingly admitted to the best 
clubs and where his father had ever-growing influence in the business 
community. His father, awed himself by his own success as a one-time 
poor boy, infused in his eldest son a sense of awe for men of power. 
“If you want to get ahead," old Tom had often said to young Tom, 
“you have got to have tlie right connections. And don’t emphasize 
your differences. Deal witli people not as a part-Japanese but as a 
businessman.” Tom the younger had never examined the major prem- 
ise of getting ahead or of the other advice. He accepted it and shifted 
only his occupation, from business to law. This pleased his father, 
who at times said wistfully that nowadays it wasn’t tlie businessmari 
who had the prestige but the politician. 

The elder Tom's life was a monotonic theme proving to his parents, 
his wife’s parents, himself and his wife that he could succeed. The 
refrain of lavish devotion to their older son Thomas Fairgrieve made 
Mary turn her affection toward their hypersensitive second son Kenny. 
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There were no longer the racist fist-fights that her husband had ex- 
perienced in his childhood, but there was still more than a trace of 
prejudice. Young Tom had the fortunate and thick hide of a future 
politician. He turned prejudice back on itself and sometimes nicely 
shamed his classmates into electing liim to office to show they were 
not prejudiced. And Ken was hurt deeply by sfights that his older 
brother barely noticed. When he was in high school, Ken fell in love 
with the beautiful daughter of a Caucasian neighbor who was a de- 
feated candidate for Congress. She seemed to love Kenny, too, but as 
the excuses mounted for refusing to go to dances witli him, he sensed 
her parents’ objections, and as usual at last broke down to tell his 
troubles to his mother. 

Tom ended up in law, with political aspirations in the conservative 
Republican party after his steady success at the University of Hawaii 
and at the law school in Berkeley. Ken was packed off to Swarthmore, 
which packed him and the playwright’s daughter off campus. He 
went to New York and fell without protest into the tender care of a 
succession of women whose natural desire to love and to nurture found 
in him a strong catalj’st and warm object. 

In 1980, young Tom became liis party’s candidate for United States 
Senator from Hawaii. He was not at all embarrassed by his mixed 
ancestry, which was again a political asset, but he was embarrassed 
by tire opposition effort to cast reflection on his decency and patriotism 
by describing the antics of his younger brother in New York. Kentaro 
had occasionally made the headlines for solitarily picketing the United 
Nations General Assembly. He demanded that the vote for universal 
fingerprinting of all human beings be reversed, as an invasion of pri- 
vacy. The delegations of the United States of America, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, and the People's Republic of China issued a 
joint statement defending the plan to accumulate careful records on 
all people everywhere, for the protection of universal and equal man. 

The United Nations press secretru-y issued copies of this joint state- 
ment of tile great powers, on which India, Portugal, and the Transvaal 
Republic maintained a preoccupied neutrality. He called attention to 
Furumoto’s previous immature exhibitionism when he had protested 
the unanimous passage of an agreement that all humans aged eighteen 
or older must wear a stainless steel identification tag, whose useful- 
ness had been dramatically demonstrated in a recent intercontinental 
passenger rocket disaster, in which the only thing left to identify some 
of those who had died was their identification tags. Angered by Furu- 
moto’s dramatic protest, a Bantustan delegate proposed to order scien- 
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tists to investigate tlie bloodlines of natural scientists and radicals. His 
argument was that scientists, the true servants of mankind, were most 
frequently found among etimically pure individuals (regardless of 
what the pure race was) and that only hybrids like Kentaro Furumoto 
caused radical trouble for governments. When another delegate 
pointed out that such an investigation should not be made, because 
data on parentage were still unavailable for 73% of mankind, this 
proposal was temporarily shelved. 

Thus we see that the elder Furumoto brother had become quite 
political and the younger altogether antipolitical. Or so it seemed 
at first glance. At second glance the opposite appeared. Young Tom 
was campaigning for a Senate seat on a standard set of issues on 
which he and his opponent disagreed only in the vigor with which 
each would carry out the program. They were concerned not with 
policy but with administration. Ken on the other hand, with neither 
aspiration nor competence for even a candidacy for elected office, was 
highly political in his solitary opposition to worldwide public policy, 
on which consensus on the need for universal records had become well- 
nigh universal. Only a dissident group of students at the Uni\’ersity 
of California in Berkeley and at the University of Moscow were op- 
posed to such registration proposals. News commentators labeled 
these students psychoceramics, and they were distinguishable because 
they shaved tlieir entire faces, contrary to tlie now universal, manly, 
and equalitarian practice of letting the beard grow. 

A retrospective explanation of causes 

It is impossible to trace in detail all the proximal influences tliat 
shape the pattern of political behavior in any one or hvo individuals. 
It is further impossible to predict from knowledge about two individ- 
ual cases how any large number of individuals— a substantial popula- 
tion-will behave politically. But some data are available with which 
we can understand not only the ideography of particular cases but also 
the nomothetic characteristics of both individual, unique patterns and 
general, common patterns. 

Multiplicity of influences naturally makes for a greater diversity of 
results. If the organism from birth has greater opportunity for selec- 
tion, more varied development occurs in each individual case. More 
specifically, where a mother and father differ in their social outlook 
and come from diverse backgrounds, there is more likely to be di- 
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versity in their children.*'’ A corollary of this is that clrildren raised 
in working-class families are more likely to have uniform working-class 
political attitudes than children raised in middle-class families are 
hkely to have standard middle-class attitudes.-® A postwar study of 
Germans who had been anti-Nazi during the war indicates that the 
parents of an abnormal number of tliese anti-Nazis had married out- 
side their own ethnic, national, or rehgious groups; or tlie anti-Nazis 
themselves had done so. In fact the investigator found that, in the 
earlier lives of all the anti-Nazis studied, there had been deviation 
from routine pedagogy and e.xperience. And in all but tliree of the 
cases, tliere were at least tliree deviations from the standard, in one 
of these five e.xpcriences: the pattern of relationships between the 
subject and his mother or father; the subject’s being a favored child; 
crossing ethnic, national, or religious lines in marriage; subject e.K- 
posed to anti-Nazi influence by parents or friends; or travehng or 
reading widely.-* 

Diversity of parental background (and therefore less mutual re- 
inforcement of values by both parents) or unusual relationships 
between parents and children are apt to produce greater diversity, 
greater nonconformity. More consistently domineering parents are apt 
to produce great conformity among their children, who are more alike 
in their outlook and have a higher respect for authority.-- Such 
parent-child relationships take place in the background of tlie largely 
nuclear families in America. What the effects are of tlie more diffuse 
adult autliority pattern which prevails in the kibbutzim in Israel 
probably cannot be foretold. Before any v'alid generalization can be 
made, wc will have to wait for the maturation of a generation of indi- 
\-iduals who have been altogether raised in kibbutzim. Only about 20 


T. Lidz ct al., Tlie Iiitrafamilial Environment of the Schizophrenic Patient: IV. 
Parental Personalities and Family Interaction, .Amcr/erm Journal of OriJiopsychiatnj, 
28: 764-776 (1958). 

20 See Anmis Campbell ct al., The American Voter, New York, John Wiley and 
Sons, 1960, 318 note, which supcests there is more solidar>- ixililical-party loyalty 
among working-class than among middle-class groups. 

21 See David M. LcNy, Anti-Nazis: Criteria of Differentiation, in Alfred H. Stanton 
and Stewart E. Penv', eds., Pcr.sonaUty and Political Crisis, Glencoe, III., The 
Free Press, 1951, 151-227, esp. 155-159. 

-- T. W. Adorno et al.. The Authoritarian Personality, New York, Harper and 
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to 30 of the adults in the kibbutz studied by Spiro had been raised 
in it.®* 

How do we apply these data in explaining the Furumoto family? 
Both parents in their similar values reflected tlieir own dissimilar up- 
bringing. The elder Tom, raised affectionately in an authoritarian 
home, still sought integration into tlie larger society. Mary Fairgrieve, 
raised with scant affection in a nonauthoritarian home, sought iden- 
tification witli mankind and with an affectionate oriental member of 
mankind (her husband), thereby telling her occidental parents that 
she resented their cold neglect. At the same time she had the pro- 
found social security that made such a successful interracial marriage 
possible; she did not have to gain admittance to society in order to 
gain self-confidence: she already did belong and therefore already had 
a basic self-confidence of sorts. Each son adopted a basic outlook 
that varied from the other’s outlook as a function of which parental 
influence was stronger. The older Tom Furumoto paid more atten- 
tion to young Tom, who showed at least conventional tendencies and 
an acceptance of the established authority pattern. Mary paid more 
attention to Ken, who showed strong anti-authoritarian tendencies. 
Both sons exhibited mild anxieties but showed a strong tendency to 
identify with one parent or tlie other.®* 

The shaping of the two Furumoto brotlicrs took place within Ameri- 
can culture at a time when permissive views of pedagogy were influ- 
encing both parents, but especially the motlier. Tlie father recognized 

See MeUord E. Spiro, Kibbutz, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1956, 
60-63; and also see A. I. Rabin, Some Psychosexual Differences between Kibbutz 
and Non-Kibbutz Israeli Boys, Journal of Projective Techniques, 22: 328-332 
( 1958). Comparing 27 boys aged about ten years and raised in a kibbutz with 27 
similar boys raised in normal patriarchal families in Israel, Rabin found less 
rivalry between children and fathers, less identification of children with fathers, 
and less rivalry between siblings, among the kibbutz-reared boys. The kibbutz 
pattern of diffuse proximal-group contacts is reminiscent of Uie extended family 
pedagogy among Navajo Indians and various Oceanic peoples. See Spiro, op. cit., 
vii, 00, 98-99 (on the lack of privacy). But note tliat the association of parents 
and children in the kibbutz is very intense. Ibid., 123-125. 

** In a study of 76 people, aged 17-35 and mostly without secondary education, 
who attended the International People’s College in Denmark, 1946-1948, an 
investigator tentatively established the far greater importance of parents, relatives, 
friends, etc, in forming political attitudes over other contacts, for example, with 
politicians or with organizations. Unfortunately the number of cases is inadequate 
to make profound conclusions, (H. lisager, Factors Influencing tlie Formation 
and Change of Political and Religious Attitudes, Journal of Social Psticboloeu 
29:253-265 (1949).] 
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intellectually the desirability of more equalitarian and permissive rela- 
tions between parents and children, but, with his strong ties to his 
own parents, he retained strong tendencies to dominate the household. 
With his wife, his struggle to dominate was a stand-off. With his first 
son, tlie elder Tom gained authority and both gave and received 
affection. With his younger son he gained hostiUty to authority and 
no affection. To young Tom, liis mother was a useful and respected 
person, but a woman nonetlieless and so a little inferior; to Ken she 
became the embodiment of most motherly and feminine virtues, in a 
classic Freudian case of the Oedipus comple.\. And she never dis- 
cussed politics, deferring to her husband on this one issue as she had 
to her father, in her childhood but not in her adolescence. 

So seen, the rejection by Kentaro of his father’s assimilationist and 
conservative politics may have been a facet of his rejection of his 
father, just as young Tom’s acceptance of his father’s politics was a 
facet of !iis rather total acceptance of his father. To this extent, the 
social-political views of neither son were rational, even though we may 
try to explain their views rationally. 

It is commonplace that an overwhelming proportion of children 
adopt the politics of their parents, and in our hypothetical case the 
Ken Furumoto reaction is statistically infrequent. Roughly three- 
fourths of all Americans in the 1950s shared the political views of their 
parents, when both their parents identified themselves v\ith the same 
party. Rut it may be that this parental political influence, tliough 
as consistent perhaps as parental religious influence, prevails only in 
.stable, pluralistic societies. Quantitative data are lacking on tlie rela- 
tive influence and stabilih’ of influence of German parents on their 
children during the Nazi era, but the inlluence of the gov’ernment was 
without (piestion verv- strong. ^V'hether it vvas actually stronger than 
parental inlluenee for the entire population remains undetermined. In 
many cases the parental and Nazi influences operated in the same 
direction. In many cases the influence of the Nazi government out- 
weighed opposition of the parents. 

On a .statistical basis. McClosky and Dahlgren come closer to ex- 
plaining the Ktn Funimoto reaction in noting that people who have 
“become alienated or separated from their families tend either to re- 
nounce its initial political affiliations entirely or to retain them more 


25 Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin, and Warren E. Miller. The Voter Decides, 
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tenuously.” The finding helps explain not only Ken’s reaction to his 
parents but also the reactions of Mary Fairgrieve’s father who had 
renounced the radicalism and customs of his Scotch father when he 
set out on the path of assimilation. DifiScult as it was for Fairgrieve, 
even in a culture that minimized differences between Scotch and 
American, it was far more difficult for his future son-in-law, who had 
to renounce a far different culture in favor of one that moved from 
mild contempt, then to hostility and suspicion, then to an initially 
abashed and patronizing commitment— at first more in principle than 
in practice— to racial equality, during the elder Tom Furumoto’s forma- 
tive years. The social pressures to conform were great. Paying the 
price in loss of dignity, the elder Tom sought to establish a conformity 
in his sons that accepted the American values of equality and material 
enrichment, and made no complaints. 

The family, crisis, and dictatorship 

In modem totalitarian dictatorships, which invariably interfere witli 
the family, pressure to conform is not internalized to the degree that 
it is among tliose assimilating to an alien culture. The totalitarian 
pressure more clearly and frankly comes from without and attacks 
family solidarity with an intensity seldom felt in the voluntarily as- 
similating family. The parents in an assimilating family are more 
likely, though with mixed feelings, to share the desire of their children 
to lose tlieir old customs and adopt a new conformity tlian are the 
parents in a totalitarian society. The influence of a dictatorship at 
times rather completely destroys the intrafamilial authority pattern. 
The political rebellion of children, having now the highest political 
sanctions, becomes total and spills over into broad social, antiparental 
rebellion. In most cases the power of the government is or seems to 
be so strong as to result in surrender by the parents of their authority, 
so that they become nurturant, however unwilling, servants of youth- 
feeding, clotliing, and sheltering the new generation out of fear for 
their own lives, while the beneficiary of this servitude is the govern- 
ment. 

There is a tendency for families to be depoliticized by crisis, but 
this is by no means always true nor always accompanied by either 
an increase or a decrease in family solidarity. Not enough is yet 

H. McClosky and H. E. Dahlgren, Primary Croup Influence on Party Loyalty 
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known to tell the intra- and extrafamilial circumstances in which the 
one phenomenon or the other occurs. There is a set of relationships, 
but tliey have not yet been spelled out. There is evidence tliat eco- 
nomic crisis has a severe impact on family solidarity. The pattern of 
inti'afamilial influence changes, displacing tlie father, as breadwinner 
and head of the family, with tlie mother, as tlie one who keeps the 
family together— while disintegration is blamed on tlie father.-^ One 
study furtlier indicates that a breakdown in family solidarity occurred 
in materially deprived families in the U.S.S.R. But when there was 
an arrest or other repressive act against a family member by the gov- 
ernment, families so attacked became more closely knit.*® Such occa- 
sions are comparable to tliose in which a member of an immigrant or 
minority family experiences physical or mental attack by some out- 
sider. 

Disruption of the family (by economic or political intervention) 
often makes for depoliticization.-® The effect of external forces in de- 
politicizing the family is an apparent consequence of the tendency to 
huddle together and maintain these primordial family ties in the face 
of external tlireats. It is illustrated in most extreme form in tlie im- 
pact of natural ilisasters on a communit)'. Studies of communities 


immediately after they were hit by explosion or tornado indicate tliat 
the catastrophe makes people seek to protect and be iirotected by their 
immediate family and to quite forget the broader community welfare. 
Tlio.se who are acti\ e in meeting the multiple problems imposed by 


disaster are the ones without 


family ties or the ones who know tlieir 


families could not be in danger. As Killian put it “much of the initial 


confusion, disorder, and seemingly complete disorganization reported 
in the disaster communities was the re.sult of the riush of individuals to 


find and rejoin tlieir families.” 


I'.. \\ igfit B.ikki', Citizens uitJinut Work, Xcw Haven, Yale Uni\orsity Press, 
1940, cli. 6, TIh; Family Confronts Unemployment. See also P. Eisonberg and 
P. !■ . Lazarsfi'ld, 1 lie Psychological Effects of Uncmplojancnt. Psychological 
lUiIlclirt, 33:358-^90 (1938) and Ro.ss Stagner, The Psychology of Personality, 
New York. McCiraw -Hill Book Co.. 1937, 399. 

2'^ K. Geiger, I)epri\:Uioii and Solidarity in the Soviet Urban Familj-, Amcncaii 
Sociologieal Peeiete, 20: 57-68 (1955). 

-2 In the sense of reducing participation in the making of decisions on broad pub- 
lic policy. 


2° L. M. Killian. The Significance of Multiple-Group Memberships in Disaster, 
American Journal of Sociology. 57: 309-314 (1952), reprinted in Donvin Cart- 
wright and Al\in Zander, Group Dynamics: Research and Theory, Evanston. III., 
How, Peterson & Co., 1953, 249-256, at 251-252. 
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A man-made crisis that disrupts the established social and political 
order seems to have the same effects on the family as a disaster. In an 
effort to strengthen the closest, most proximal group ties— those of the 
family— people turn away from the broader society, which thereby 
becomes disunited, and crisis makes possible the control of the society 
by a determined new political group. 

Thus when there is international or “intemar’ war, people huddle 
together in their families, just as they do in a case of an explosion or 
tornado. Those who are free from such family ties, or who know 
their families are unaffected, are the category from which leadership 
emerges, as in the case of natural crisis.’^ A mild crisis like an eco- 
nomic depression can have the same consequence of making the family 
preoccupied with its own survival and weakening ties to the larger 
community, thereby easing tlie path to power for the autocrat. These 
directly political crises are discussed in a later chapter. The presently 
important point is that the psychic consequence of an external threat 
to the family may be to draw it together internally and to insulate it 
from the rest of society, desocializing and depoliticizing 

And even milder crisis affecting the family, like the chronic crisis 
of assimilation facing a family that has mov’cd into a new society, 
seems to have the same desocializing, depoliticizing effect, although 
less intensely and over a more protracted period. This is the crisis 
which we have typified in the generations-long process by which the 
Furumoto family became assimilated. Old Tom’s parents were too 
busy providing for the family to worry about the larger society, which 
was at once a constant threat and a constant challenge to them. Old 
Tom, reaching maturity during the Second World War and thereafter, 
was able to move out into the larger society, marry into it and show 
wistful signs of political interest. His rivo sons became, in their anti- 
thetical ways, higlily political. At any rate, one of them thought he 
was entering politics and the other tliought he was staying out. 

Proximity and misperception in the laboratory 

The pattern of direct interaction between people probably is much 
the same outside the family as it is within, the major variation being 

For the effect of such a crisis on tlie emergence of leadership from a category 
of people relatively free of responsibility, see C. Wada and J. C. Davies, Riots 
and Rioters, Western Political Quarterly, 10: 864—874 (1957). 

** See Sidney Verba, Small Groups and Political Behavior, Princeton, Princeton 
University Press, 1961, 53-54. 
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the much lesser intensity of interaction between people who are not 
members of the same family. But we need not raise or settle the ques- 
tion of whether the nuclear family is the prototype of all other groups, 
and whether parent-child relationships are the prototype of social 
authority patterns. We need only recognize that some research in 
nonfamily proximal groups is more extensive than that in family 
groups. When the kind of research that has been done in small groups 
of people who before the experiment are strangers to each other is 
applied to research in family groups, we will then better be able to 
argue the generality of laws of group influences. 

The influence of nonfamilial proximal groups on perception and on 
the expression of opinions has been dramatically demonstrated in a 
succession of e.xperiments. Sherif showed that the tendency of tlie 
eye to see motion in a fixed point of light, when there is no reference 
point to indicate relationships of the point of light to other objects 
(the “autokinetic effect”), is socially influenced. He placed two and 
tliree subjects in darkened rooms. In four successive trials he then 
asked each subject in turn to indicate aloud how far he thought the 
point of light had mo\’ed. Tlie subjects showed a clear tendency to 
follow tlie lead of the first person who had orally said how far the 
light appeared to move. Furthermore, once a “social nomi” had been 
establislicd, indi\iduals tended to stick to it when they later made 
judgments alone.^’ 

The absence of a background against which to judge mo^'ement is 
a necessary part of the autokinetic effect and makes plausible the argu- 
ment that, in this contri\ed experiment, there was no objective limi- 
tation of the strength of proximal group influence. This, we could 
argue, proves not tlie strength of group influence but merely tliat it 
could control perception completely because there was no counter- 
force. A blob of wet sand cannot react like a concrete block when 
confronted with a liammer blow. If tliere had been even tlie vaguest 
reference point in the dark room, tlie subjects would not have re- 
ported the fixed point of light as moving, even in order to feel more 
at ease with other subjects of the experiment. When stiffened and 
supported not by a social but a xisual frame of reference— so one could 
argue— they would resist the strong, sometimes abrupt, pressure of 
proximal groups. 

M. Sherif, The Psycholceu of Social Norms, New York, Harper and Brothers, 
1936. M. Sherif, Group Influences upon the Formation of Norms and Attitudes, 
in T. M. Newcomb and E. L. Hartley, Readings in Social Psychology, New York, 
Henry Holt and Co., 1947, 77-90. 
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A series of experiments by Asch indicates further tlie strength of 
group influence. The stimulus situation was not a single point of light 
with no visual reference but a set of three black lines on a white card, 
three feet from which was a reference card witli a standard line exactly 
the same length as one of the three lines on the first card. The experi- 
menter found that the college students when alone in the experimental 
room could tell, with virtually no error, which of the three lines on the 
second card was as long as the standard line. In one of the experi- 
mental situations, a row of subjects was asked to judge which line was 
like tlie standard one, the only difference being they were all asked to 
judge in the presence of others. All but one of tlie subjects were 
collaborators of the experimenter and were told to make a wrong 
judgment; the one innocent subject was not asked for his judgment 
until the others had stated theirs. Numerous trials with numerous 
naive subjects indicated that virtually complete aceuracy in private 
now was replaced with remarkably increased errors in public: 32% of 
the naive judgments ( not of the naive judges ) were wrong. One-third 
of the naive judge-subjects made errors in at least half of the runs, 
and only one-fourth of them showed complete immunity to group 
influence. 

Optimistic jumpers to political conclusions from psychological re- 
search can assimilate this experiment comfortably into their system of 
beliefs and values by noting that two-thirds of tlie judgments were 
correct. They can get further solace by noting that when the experi- 
menter added just one innocent subject— so that each of the innocent 
subjects could get support from one other person in their rational 
appraisal of reality— errors dropped to 6%. 

Pessimistic jumpers to political conclusions can just as comfortably 
ingest and digest these data by emphasizing that one-third of the judg- 
ments— of supposedly mature people with good eyesight, seeing so 
obvious and value-free a stimulus— were liadly distorted just because 
the group was against them. They can get further solace for their 
pessimism by noting that when a solitary collaborator first gave cor- 
rect answers and then betrayed his naive friend by deliberately giving 
wrong judgments, the errors of the innocent went back up almost to 
the original proportion of 32%.^* 

** Solomon E. Asch, Social Psychology, New York, Prentice-Hall, 1952, ch. 10, 
Croup Forces in the Modification and Distortion of Judgments. For further rc- 
K5arch on perceptual confonnity, sec, for example, the report of Crutchfield's work 
at the University of California, in David Krech, Richard S. Crutchfield, and 



172 


Human nature in politics 

Both categories of jumpers tliemselves become solidary opposing 
groups, each citing as authority the beliefs and values of the other 
members of their respective group of philosophers and sociologists 
and psychologists to prove conclusively or at least eflPusively that men 
are rational or are not. 


Proximity and misperception in real life 

Hopefully not altogether contaminated by past and present asso- 
ciations, both proximal and distal, tlie little distal group composed of 
the reader and the writer of this book can try to withliold judgment 
without depreciating either the importance of tlie age-old question or 
tlie research that remotely bears on it. In considering a further ex- 
periment, we get considerably closer to real-life circumstances and to 
politics, but probably no closer to a valid direct answer to the ration- 
ality question. 

In this experiment the subjects were hventy-four actual members 
of a cooperative rooming and boarding house at a university. The 
co-op group members were casual, mostly not close, friends but saw 
each other regularly. The experimenter, who was also a member of 
the cooperative, asked the t\venty-four subjects to fill out privately a 
questionnaire in wliich they indicated tlieir opinions about tlie Soviet 
Union. Later he asked them to state orally, in the presence of other 
coopcratiN’e members, their opinions on tlie same question. Immedi- 
ate!>- after responding orally to each question tliey were asked to indi- 
cate on a check-sheet what they tliought was tlie average opinion of 
coopcrati\’e members on the question just answered.®® 

In 21 of the 24 cases the orally, publicly expressed opinions— whether 
pio- or anti-Soviet Union— were different from tliose expressed pri- 
vately. Tliirtecn moderated their opinion when tlicy stated it before 
other members of the group; eight expressed their opinion more ex- 
tremely; only three said the same thing in public that they had said 


Egfvton L. Dallachcy, Individual in Society. New York, McGraw-Hill Book Co., 
1962, 511 ff. 


25 R. L. Gordon, Interaction between Attitude and the Definition of tlie Situation 
in die E.xpression of Opinion, American Sociological Review, 17: 50-58 (1952), 
reprinted in D. Katz et al.. Public Opinion and Propaganda New York Drydcn 
Press, 1954, 425-434. 


30 There was a twehe-item scale on the Soviet Union with five possible responses 
on each, allowing a range of total scores from 12 to 60, from extreme pro- to 
extreme anti-Soviet Union opinion. See ibid., Gorden, 53; and Katz et al., 429. 
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privately. In his appraisal of the two most extreme conformists, Gor- 
don reported that both wanted to become like the other members of 
the group, which was for them a new and deeply satisfying social ex- 
perience. Correlatively, one of the two extreme nonconformists con- 
tinued to associate with high-school chums more than with co-op 
members, wanted to be different from other members, and at the same 
time saw the co-op as being a tolerant group. The otlier of the ex- 
treme nonconformists had highly ambivalent feelings toward the co-op 
members, perversely wishing both to shock and repel them and at the 
same time to maintain their personal attraction. 

In comparing their own opinions with what they guessed was the 
group judgment, 20 of the 24 individual members saw themselves as 
being more extreme than the group as a whole. But each such mem- 
ber guessed that the group was closer to his own private opinion than 
the total actual average of the scores of all members proved to be.^^ 
This is presented graphically better than verbally, as shown: 


Group 

Average 


Anti-Soviet 

A' 

0 

U 

A 

Pro-Soviet 

Opinion 



1 

1 


Opinion 


X Anti-Soviet individuals’ actual score ou the scale 


of Soviet items in tlie questionnaire 

0 ^^^lat X individuals believed the average group 
opinion to be 

U \Vliat A individuals believed the average group 
opinion to be 

A Pro-Soviet individuals’ actual score 

This half-contrived, half-normal social situation illustrates (more 
graphically than the line-length experiments) group influence on opin- 
ions that per se have no more to do witli the group than did tlie 
judgments of line lengths. In real-life circumstances group influence 
is still pervasive, even though mixed with otlicr factors. It most readily 
appears, or—more exactly— is most easily noticed, when we can momen- 
tarily pretend we are observers only and not ourselves group members, 
and thus can see how group membership influences others only. The 

IbUl., Gorden, Table 2, p. 53; and Katz, Table 13.2, p. 429. 
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diflBculty is that, since it is easier to see such things in the abstract from 
a pseudo-objective viewpoint, it is harder for us to realize that these 
same influences operate on us in exactly the same ways that they do 
on experimental subjects or on other people in normal life who have 
been subjected to group influences without kno\ving it— just as we are, 
witliout knowing it. 

Over a period of several years in tlie 1930s, Newcomb gathered data 
on changes in the political opinions of college students, from the first 
to the last years that they were in school. The opinions on which he 
gathered data were not in a contrived experimental procedure. The 
situation was quite normal; the results are true to life.*® At this point 
it should be no surprise tliat they changed, away from the ^^ews which 
they had acquired in the proximal groups of their childhood and early 
adolescence toward the views that prevailed in the campus atmosphere. 
At this particular campus the prevalent views favored the policies of 
the Roosevelt administration and also fa\ored American aid to the 
Spanish Loyalist forces then involved in a deatli struggle with the 
Falangist rebels under General Francisco Franco. At another campus, 
a Catholic uni\‘ersity, the prevalent view favored success of the Franco 
rebels and again the students favored the prevalent \ncw.®'’ 

The ps>’chic situation has become more complicated as we have 
reached real-life situations. In the Sherif experiments the stimulus 
was a point of light with no special reference, and the “distorting” 
came Irom one or two other group members, each of \\’hom tended to 
conform l<) tlie percept of the other one or hvo persons. In the Asch ex- 
periment the stimulus was a set of lines (juite devoid of value content, 
tradition, or what-not. and other group members were often successful 
in distorting the percepts of innocent subjects. The nonpersonal syin- 
bol-stimnUis in both the Gorden and Newcomb research was far more 
c“omplieated tlian the* point of light or the line in prior experiments. 
Opitiions on political issues are acquired over years, not just minutes 
or hours as in the case of light and lines, and are therefore probably 
less sirsceplible, more resistant, to change as a result of group or any 
other influence. e can say “liaN c it your way” on how far a point of 

•’8 See Throdorc M. Kewcoinh, Persouality ami Social Change. New York, Dryden 
Press, 19M; and Newcomb, Some Patterned Consequences of Membership in a 
College Coinmimity, in T. M. Newcomb and E. L. Hartley, op. cit, 345-357; 
and the same report in Katz ct al., op. cit., .135-446. 

38 Data on changes over tlie four college j ears, or differences in the distribution 
of opinions among the four classes in school at one time, were not reported on the 
students at the Catholic univorsit>’. 
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light moves or how long a line is, without suffering to some degree the 
loss of face, loss of self-respect (or whatever) that is involved in 
changing our political views. 

Numerous factors are involved in limiting the effect of present 
nonfamily proximal influences on the political opinions of people in 
the circumstances of those studied by Gorden and Newcomb. Among 
these numerous factors, the social ones relate back to prior proximal 
(familial and nonfamilial) groups to wliich the person has belonged. 

The familial influences we have already sketched. We have also 
noted a hypothetical but not imaginary relationship between young 
Tom Furumoto’s neighborhood playmates' prejudices and his later 
political conformism. We have also posited a similar relationship be- 
tween Ken Furumoto’s subtler experience with prejudice among his 
high-school friends and his later political nonconformism. These in- 
fluences probably occur over and over again, in proximal group con- 
text, in any society where there is interstatus or interethnic personal 
contact. 

An adult is the lengthened shadow of a child 

All that can be presently stated of general significance is that, start- 
ing in early or late adolescence, children are exposed to other influ- 
ences— personal or impersonal— in addition to tlieir parents. Some of 
these influences may be “objective” political events of tlie time, to 
which young people, with their less finnly established opinions, arc 
more responsive than arc old. Others are group influences— friends 
in their own age group and teachers.*" 

In late adolescence, in relatively immature nonindustrial economics 
where young people are almost without exception already working, tlie 
major proximal group influences are probably quite finnly fixed and 
unchangeable save by severe political crises. Tliis is another way of 
saying that peasant-based societies are apt to experience great stability 

Sec the data reported by Herbert H. Hyman, in his FoUtical SocUilizatlon, 
Glencoe, III., The Free Press, 1959, 99, 101, derived from H. H. Reminers and 
N. Weltinan, Attitude Inter-Relationships of Youth, Their Parents, and Their 
Teachers. Journal of Social Psychology, 26:61-68 (1947) and from an un- 
published study conducted at Rutgers University. The Remmers-Wcltman study 
reports a correlation of .86 between parents and children on various social issues 
and of .65 between teachers and pupils on these same issues. See Reminers 
Table 3, p. 65. The correlation reported between parents and children on party 
preference was almost as high as on issue orientation. 
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of political habits, ideologies, and loyalty,^ and therefore to change 
more slowly or not at all— until shaken by strong forces intervening 
from outside the culture. Even tliese external influences are proxi- 
mally mediated through tlie agency of some personal engagement, as 
with an agriculture expert, a missionary teacher, a party agitator, or 
tlie kaleidoscope of personal influences tliat operate when the peasant 
visits the big city. In a mature, industrialized economy, where the 
young need not go into productive labor as soon as their physical 
strength, endurance, and neural coordination are up to it, proximal 
influences remain more diverse for a longer period. 

The proximal group influences we have c'onsidered thus far have 
done their influencing of people before tliey reach full maturity. 
These prematurity influences are ordinarily tlie strongest and the most 
enduring. No one ever quite abandons or forgets his childhood. The 
experiences, whether pleasant or unpleasant, gratifying or frustrating, 
remain ever-present in later life, which to a great degree may be de- 
scribed as the process of continuing to work out the tensions (frustra- 
tions, anxieties, fears, compulsions) and tlie gratifications that one 
experienced deeiily in childhood. 

It is a common tendency for people to forget this, to assume that 
as adults tliey are operating quite freely and rationally in response 
to tlie demands of the present, constantly changing situation. So let 
us just re-empha.size the continuing importance of these cliildhood 
influences which ha\e produced such pungent expressions as “the 
child is father to the man —and which in tlieir largely unconscious 
forms are the ones psychotherapists are fore\er in search of. 

Freud, the first person to s) steniatically probe tlie unconscious, was 
keenly aware of such influences even in himself, and his own love for 
his mother and rather intense ri\'alr)' with his fatlicr are perhaps to a 
degree tlie reasons tliat tlie Oedipus complex has had such a promi- 
nent place in psychoanalytic theory.^- Two instances— botli actual- 

must here suffice to oniphasize how enduring iiarent-child influences 
arc. 

A se\cnt)'-fi\'e-ycar-old lady recalled an experience that had occurred 
when she was ton or twelve. Eecausc of her mother’s illness and ab- 
sence from tlie home, this girl had to prepare, at her father’s request, 

op. cit., 12S-129. 

“ Note also the impact of paternal criUcisin on Freud, who was so long and deeply 
disturbed by his father s casual remark, when Freud was seven or eight years old, 
that “that boy will never amount to an)lhing.” See Ernest Jones, The Life and 
Work of Sigmund Freud, New York, Basic Books, 1953, vol. 1, 16. 
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the budget and manage expenses for feeding a household of seven 
people. At the end of the month she had come within a dollar or 
so of spending exactly what she had budgeted. She went proudly 
into her father’s study to report to him and to get encouragement for 
so managing an adults responsibilities. At the age of seventy-five, 
she was still chagrined at the reply he had given her some sixty-five 
years earlier: “Well, you had one less mouth to feed.” 

The other instance concerns an eighty-two year old Idaho Democrat 
who turned up in tlie University of Michigan Sun’cy Research Center 
random sample for the 1952 election study. When asked from the 
interview schedule the question as to what he would do if he didn’t 
like his party’s nominee, he said he probably wouldn’t vote rather 
than change party allegiance, adding in substance, “If I’d turn Repub- 
lican, my father, who has been dead for twenty years, would raise 
out of his grave and say ‘Son, what ever made you do such a thing?’ ” “ 


The contemporary penumbra of adults 

Adults do thus continue to live under the long shadow of tlieir 
childhood, but they are also subject to new influences that develop 
not during but after what are called the formative years. The most 
significant of these new influences is generically much like the parental 
influence, namely the influence of one’s spouse, whicli now supple- 
ments but does not displace childhood familial influence. And it is 
wives rather than husbands, at least in mid-twentieth century America, 
who are most matrimonially influenced— or most willing to admit it. 
In the 1952 University of Michigan election study, 27 % of the women 
mentioned being influenced by their husbands in deciding how to 
vote, in contrast to 6 % of the men.** Furthermore when there is dis- 
agreement between one’s spouse and one’s parents, there is a greater 
chance that the contemporary influence will win out over the liis- 
torical one, rather than vice versa.*® 


*® On paternal political influence, see R. E. Lane, Fathers and Sons: Foundations 
of Political Belief, American Sociological Review, 24: 502-511 (1959) or Lane, 
Political Ideology, New York, The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962, ch. 17. Inter alia, 
Lane suggests that the permissiveness of fathers in the United States and “the 
low salience of politics” in most American families combine to diminish the 
amount of rebellion and channel it nonpolitically when it does occur. 

** A. Campbell, G. Curin, and W. E. Miller, The Voter Decides, Evanston III 
Row, Peterson & Co.. 1954, Table C.3. p. 205. 

*® H. McClosky and H. E. Dahlgren, op. cU.. 769-770. See also Angus Campbell, 
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For most people most of the time these contemporary and historical 
influences of spouse, parents, and other close relatives are probably 
not just the main but almost the exclusive proximal group influence on 
political opinion and action. In an analysis derived from a careful 
area-probability sample of metropolitan Detroit, the University of 
Michigan Detroit Area Study found that about three-fourths of those 
interviewed reported getting together with relatives no less often than 
once a month, half of the total sample seeing relatives at least once 
a week. Tlie descending order of proximal-group contacts consists 
of seeing nonfamily friends, then neighbors, and then fellow workers.*® 
Among the working class particularly, extrafamilial sources of influ- 
ence appear to be ratlier minimal.*^ In a working-class sample in 
New Haven, Dotson found that about t\vo-flfths of those interviewed 
did not even have close friends outside the extended family.*® With 
data from natiomvide samples, Wright and Hyman came to similar 
conclusions. Almost two-tliirds of all the adults sampled belonged to 
no voluntary association, whether trade union, fraternal organization, 
professional group or whatever. And again, those of lower socio- 
economic status less often belonged.** 

These latter findings do not of course demonstrate just what the 
channels of influence are: reasonable as it is to suppose that one is 
most influenced by those one sees most frequently, we require further 
data to test such inferred relationships. A close and direct study by 
Katz and Lazarsfeld of the channels of communication has detailed 
the patterns of proximal-group influence.®* Starting witli a cross-sec- 
tional city sample of 700 women, the in\cstigators asked them whose 
opinion on public affairs they trusted. Over 350 different people were 

ct nl., The American \ otcr, op. cit.. Table 4.3, p. 77 whicli by inference agrees 
with the prior McClosky-Dahlgren finding. 

^>5 Detroit Area Study. A Social Profile of Detroit, Ann Arbor, Michigan, University 
of Michigan, 1952. 

*• See M. Axelrod, Urban Structures and Social Participation, American Sociological 
Review, 21: 13-18 (1956), at 17. 

Dotson, Patterns of Voluntary Association among Urban Working-class 
Families, American Sociological Review, 16: 687-693 (1951). 

C. R. \\ right and II. II. Hyman, Voluntar>' Association Memberships of Ameri- 
can Adults: Evidence from National Sample Surxeys, American Sociological Re- 
view, 23: 284—294 (1958). See also Wendell Bell and M. T. Force, Social 
Structure and Participation in Different Tv'pes of Formal Associations, Social 
Forces, 34: 345-350 (1956). 

50 Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence, Glencoe, III., The Free 
Press, 1955. 
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mentioned by the 700. These influencers were in turn asked the same 
question, producing over 200 second-level influencers, who in turn 
reported that they were influenced by over 160 otliers, a third-level 
of influencers. 

Over half the influencers were members of the respondent’s ex- 
tended family, the others being neighbors, friends, and work associ- 
ates.®^ Thus the most significant single reason for being influential 
was familial proximity to the person influenced, and the next most 
significant was nonfamilial proximity. But influential people have 
other characteristics tlian proximity. The most common characteris- 
tic of influential people was gregariousness, tlie force tliat breathes 
life into proximity. Those people who were members of various or- 
ganizations and who had most friends with whom they talked from 
time to time were the most influential regardless of education, social 
status, or level of information, even tliough all of these factors inter- 
correlated in tlie Katz-Lazarsfeld study. The influential people tended 
to be better educated, of Iiigher social status, and better informed, but 
above all they were more sociable.®^ 

People nonetheless tended to be more often influenced by persons 
of their own social status than by those of different status. The inter- 
class influence that existed was generally sought by tliose of tlie work- 
ing class from tlie white-collar, business, and professional classes and 
by the white-collar from the business and professional classes. But 
there was a tendency for the white-collar class to be bypassed by 
working-class people, who sought influence directly from business and 
professional people. Correlatively, there was a tendency for business 
and professional people to seek opinions from working-class people. 
The cumulative consequence of the pattern of influence (in which 
those of working-class status looked to white-collar and to business 
and professional, and while-collar classes looked to business and pro- 
fessional) was, of course, to enhance the relative influence of white- 
collar and of business and professional, most particularly tlie latter. 
Indeed, each of the three successive tiers of influencers contained a 
larger proportion of higher-status and a smaller proportion of lower- 
status individuals than the preceding one.®® 

A correlative finding for age status is comparable to that for social 
status: outside the family, the young people looked mostly to other 

140-141. 

« Ibid., 287-289. 

Ibid., Table 41, p. 285 and Table 40, p. 284. 
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young people for their opinion, but when they did look outside their 
age group for leadership, it was more often the next older category 
and less often the oldest category.®* 

There is thus a consistent pattern of proximal-group influence in 
which equal status makes for greater influence than unequal status: 
spouse influences spouse more often tlian father influences adult off- 
spring; a person of working-class status influences one of the same 
status more tlian does a person of white-collar or business and pro- 
fessional status; and a young person influences another young person 
more than does an old person. 

The common factor in each case is an abstract kind of proximity, the 
proximity of equal familial, social, or age status. In each case there 
is a closer sense of identity uith ones peers: the equal is the most 
comfortable and, in tlie broader sense, the most familiar. Proximity 
is multidimensional; one is associated with his fellow-men in a variety 
of ways. The family is universal and therefore the most common, but 
by no means the only one. Two individuals meeting on a South 
Pacific isle-one a young Polynesian, and the other a middle-aged, 
middle-class Frenchman who likes to paint— can form a group based 
on little more than identity on tlie basic level of being human. 

Togetliernesa forever 

Probably the major effect of proximal groups is to homogenize opin- 
ions and behavior. Tlie effect is so pervasive and profound as to make 
it seem like the second law of thermodynamics: if people get together 
they will in consequence of tlieir proximity achieve the same tempera- 
ture; more exactly they will tend to feel, think, and act alike-whether 

the joint activity be judging tlie length of lines or the stature of politi- 
cal candidates.®® 

An opposite function can occur in groups, a function in which 
proximity is both a cause and a kind of catalyst. In a study of Ger- 

Ibid., 292. Old people coirelativcly were most influenced by their o\vii age 
category, less by those in the next closest .ige category, and least by tliose farthest 
from them in age. The middle age calcgor>' looked more often to those older 
than to tliose younger for influence. 

Homans, following Pareto, uses the concept of equilibrium to describe phe- 
nomena comparable to those I analogize to the second law of thermodynamics. 
See G. C. Homans, The Human Group, New York. Harcourt, Brace & Co., 1950, 
301—308. As iinQlogics, both terms arc equally serviceable. 
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man prisoners captured during the Second World War,=« Shils and 
Janowitz found that a major force— in their opinion, the major force- 
inhibiting disintegration in the German Wehrmacht was the face-to- 
face solidarity of small military units. It was not appeals to patriot- 
ism, to defense of one’s family, etc., that kept the army together; it 
was the solidarity of the members of tlie military unit. The evidence 
is not conclusive but persuasive: individuals isolated in foxlioles were 
very likely to surrender; units that had been together for a long time, 
so that individuals knew each other well, were less likely to give up. 

But the investigators also mentioned that when it was possible for 
units to surrender as units, there was a better prospect of destroying 
their fighting effectiveness by treating them as units than if an attempt 
was made to shatter the group. The relevant point here is that i^ro.xim- 
ity did more tlian prevent surrender: it also facilitated surrender. The 
variable that intervened consisted of such forces as pliysical exhaus- 
tion, despair, and the individual but common desire to survive. The 
variable was facilitated in its operation by the fact that men as a group 
were facing exhaustion and fear of death. They could face it to- 
gether; they also could turn away from it together. 

In another military situation, group solidarity led to Gandhi-like 
civil disobedience. During the Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt 
some Negro soldiers stationed in Texas rioted in reaction to discrimi- 
nation against them by the local townspeople. It became impossible 
to discover which soldiers in the army companies were the rioters. 
Roosevelt, the first President in over txventy years to appoint Negroes 
to nonroutine administrative positions, in 1906 ordered the dishonor- 
able discharge of all troops in the companies containing the rioters— 
unless the rioters were discovered. W'hen they were not, 160 troops 
were discharged, including six who liad been awarded the Con- 
gressional Medal of Honor, the highest combat decoration in America.*^ 

Underlying this point is the intervention of forces which operated 

E. A. Shils and M. Janowitz, Cohesion and Disintegration in Uic Wehrmacht 
in World War II, Public O/nnion Quarterly, 12: 280-315 { 1948). Reprinted in 
U. Katz et al.. Public Opitiiori and Propagamla, New York, The Dryden Press, 
1954, 553-582. Another study found the m-ijor reason for soldiers deserting in 
^mbat to be lack of integration in their combat outfit. [A. M. Rose, The Social 
Psychology of Desertion from Combat, American Sociological Review, 16: 614- 
«29 (1951).! 

” See Ricliard Lowitt, Theodore Roosevelt, in Morton Borden, ed., America's 
fen Creatast Presidents. Chicago, Rand McNally and Co., 1061, 109-200. 
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independently of the group and which first operated on each group 
member as an individual and then led the group to act together, but 
contrary to the way it had acted before. The forces had to be power- 
ful to cause this reversal. They were related to the profound desire 
to survive. In a sense we could say that the group momentarily broke 
up on the basis of a more profound individual urge to survive, but 
promptly reasserted its power by making the act of survival a group 
action. And it merits emphasis that 58% of the changes in opin- 
ion'^® (not changers) that occurred betvv'een the first and second in- 
terview in tlie Katz-Lazarsfeld study took place without tlie changers 
remembering any personal contact. This suggests that more than half 
of tlie changes in opinion were cither a consequence of nongroup in- 
fluences or of rather vague impersonal distal group influences. It is 
to distal group influences that we now turn our joint attention. 

Katz and Lazarsfeld, op. cit., 142. 



CHAPTER 6 


Distal groups in politics 


What proximal groups mediate 

Now we cjan move from proximal groups, the ones that serve both as 
immediate personal parts of the outside world and as mediate relay- 
ers of the rest of the outside world. That is, we move now to the 
distal groups which form that personal part of the outside world with 
wliich we are not in direct touch. That distal personal world momen- 
tarily includes the neighbor two doors away, about whom we just 
heard a shocking item of gossip from the neighbor one door away. 
The distal personal world also includes the astronaut who has returned 
from outer space and tells his experiences— in a pseudo-proximal con- 
tact via television or in a real-proximal contact of a fleeting sort as 
we personally hear him give a talk or see him wave as we personally 
watch his parade go down the street. 

Understanding the dynamics of distal groups involves an integration 
of most of the mental processes discussed up to this point. The social 
ties as such that are involved in distal groups are only tlie indirect 
and therefore more remote object of a need for getting together, 
which ultimately traces back to the organism itself. The tensions that 
we have and seek to relieve in and tlirough tlie help of distal groups 
may range from physical deprivation (food, clothing, shelter, health, 
and physical safety) to the need for self-actualization— in tlie form of 
a sportsmen’s club or membership in an international association of 
antibomb citizens, who can thus express themselves because they, as 
university students and faculty members, are free of normal concern 
for food and for social acceptance. 

The more or less durable percepts that people develop from day to 
day also interact with groups both proximal and distal. The hunger 
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for perceiving and making sense of the total environment attracts them 
to groups ranging from tlie mother to whom a child fearfully says, 
‘"What makes the tliunder?”; to the physicist whom a student asks in 
class, “How do you measure the mass of electrons?”; all tlie way to 
the philosopher to whom one indirectly says, “What is justice?” as he 
reads Plato's Republic. The inherent attraction to groups makes 
people cling to percepts which they get from both the proximal and 
tlie distal social groups that they cling to— as we saw in the perception 
experiments of Sherif, Asch, Crutclifield, and Hovland. 

In virtually all situations, therefore, proximal groups— people \vith 
whom one is in immediate contact— act as mediators behveen the in- 
dividual and the world beyond. When a little Austrian girl learns to 
fear the Swedish Oxenstieme almost tliree hundred years after his in- 
N'asion of Central Europe, she is instructed in tliis intimate fear— with 
its temporally and spatially remote object— by a nursemaid or a motlier. 
When a child leanis to fear or despise real persons or things, as though 
they were ghosts, witches, gods, de\ils, he is taught to do so by real 
people— whether he knows them well or not, trusts or mistrusts them, 
or loves or hates them in various degrees. As a growing cliild casually 
and gradually learns to feel friendly or hostile toward different cate- 
gories of people— the rich; the poor; people with wliite, yellow, brown, 
or black skins; capitalists; communists; Jews; Christians; Parsees; 
Catholics; Socialists; Trotskyites; Republicans; Stalinists; Conserva- 
tives; Democrats; workingmen; bosses; untouchables; landowners; 
peasants-it is individual personal contacts tliat instruct him. The 
contact may be the child’s parents, an uncle, schoolteacher, friend, 
or other amicable proximal influence. The contact may be a member 
of an alien, outside group itself, with wliom the individual has had 
only fleeting but deeply impressive proximal interaction. 

The first kind of contact, where the mediator is a long-time intimate 
—whether friend or relati\'e— wc have discussed in the preceding chap- 
ter. We have scarcely touched on the second kind, wliich is so very 
crucial to the de\’elopment of the patterns of distal group loyalties 
and Iiostilitics. But we have noted tliat pro.ximal contacts mediate 
between outsiders and indiWduals, who often get their ideas about 
outsiders via members of their own proximal groups and are tlierefore 
predisposed to respond in a particular way when tliey do come in 
contact ^\^th outsiders. A little Austrian girl who actually met her 
first Swede in real life might be somewhat apprehensive about the 
cannibalistic tendencies of this descendant of Oxenstieme. When her 
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mild fear is disappointed, she might come to the opposite conclusion 
that all Swedes are wonderful people. A child raised to respect 
ministers or priests as men of great and godly virtue might, upon 
meeting a corrupt minister or priest, come to the opposite conclusion 
that all those who are called men of God are minions of tlie devil. 
In psychological terms tliis latter kind of experience is traumatic. 
There is no distinct name for the former, in which a hostile predispo- 
sition is radically contradicted by tlierapeutic ex-perience. 

We may generalize by saying that tlie more intense the pro.ximal 
contact a person has with a representative of what is ordinarily a 
distal group, the more enduring ^vill be tlie ensuing predisposition 
toward that distal group. And tliis predisposition may fall into any 
one of four categories: a favorable predisposition that is reinforced by 
personal contact; a favorable predisposition tliat becomes unfavorable; 
an unfavorable predisposition that is reinforced; and an unfavorable 
predisposition tliat becomes favorable. The presently crucial factor 
is the sign (plus or minus) that attaches: does the individual like and 
positively identify with the distal group or does he dislike and nega- 
tively identify with tlie distal group? 

We should recall at this point that tliere must be mental interaction 
with the distal group-either direct or mediated through a proximal- 
poup member-even tliough the contact is not face-to-face. If tliere 
is no interaction, there is no establisliment of positive or negative 
cathexis. The distal group in such a case simply does not exist in 
the mind of the individual. Without tlie occasional direct contact 
with a usually distal group momber-that is, when the predisposition 
is rnediated by a momentarily proximal group member-it is highly 
labile. Once it is reinforced or radically challenged by direct contact, 
the predisposition becomes much less subject to change. And we also 
need to recall tliat, however univalent is the ultimate positiveness or 
negativeness of the interaction, its causes or manifestations are highly 

^mplicated and subtle-and tliat in actuality most interactions are 
both positive and negative. 


Adolf, Paul, Abraham, and Vladimir 

As an example of occasional or casual proximal contact with distal 
group members. Hitler in his relationships with Jews is as good as any 
m modem political life. In his autobiography he recalls that he had 
nad personal contact with very few Jews in his high school days in the 
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Austrian border town of Linz and considered them to be Germans 
whose persecution on mere religious grounds was abhorrent.^ Even 
when he arrived in Vienna in 1909 at the age of twenty, he recalled 
that he was repelled by the anti-Jewish press in such a cultivated city. 

And then one day he took one of his solitary walks and had an ex- 
perience as portentous as the Apostle Paul’s conversion to Christianity 
on the road to Damascus. He saw “a being clad in a long caftan, 
with black curls.” The appearance was unlike the Jews he had seen 
in Linz. “Is this also a Jew?” Hitler thought. “Secretly and cau- 
tiously” he “scrutinized one feature after tlie other” and then asked 
himself; “Is this also a German?” “ 

This proximal contact with Jews was followed by a distal contact 
via the anti-Semitic segment of the Viennese press, and then by further, 
evidently fleeting, personal contacts. The shocking pro.ximal images 
were reinforced by the distal images, as the two merged inside Hitler’s 
mind. As his despair deepened of ever becoming an artist or an archi- 
tect or the beloved of a woman, his interaction witli Jews became 
more negative, more intense, and more distal. They became merged 
witli all non-Germans as defilers of German morality, purity, and 
vitality. In 1913, after four years in Vienna, the forlorn Austrian 
failure left, not for Linz but for Germany, to await whatever would 
happen. His proximal and distal contacts with non-Germans had ac- 
quired political content; in time produced a party; and finally turned 
a nation into a war macliine.^ 

The contrast with Paul’s conversion is striking. Paul ceased to be 
a Jewish persecutor of a Jewish out-group and came to profess his 
identification with all mankind, whether proximal or distal, Jewish or 
non-Jewi.sh. Hitler ceased to be a “weak-kneed cosmopolitan” German 
and came to identify with Nordics alone and to be a persecutor of 
Jews. His hatred liecame intense partly as a result of his casual prox- 
imal contact with distal group members in Vienna. The fact that all 
other Nordics did not become anti-Semites in Vienna reminds us not 
to credit Hitler with accurate self-insight in suggesting that his con- 
tact with Jews was the sole or even primary cause of his conversion 

1 Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf, New York, Reynal & Hitchcock. 1941, 66-67. 

2 Ibid., 73. 

2 From tile standpoint of understanding his psychodynamics, it is unforhmate 
that Hitler did not become a patient of a contemporary Viennese, Sigmund Freud. 
But it would indeed be magical thinking to assume that psychotherapy might have 
provided a long enough lex er to mox'e tlie W’orld as it had taken shape in Hitler’s 
head. 
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to racism. There is nevertheless a close relationship between his 
proximal contacts and both his intense devotion to the vague distal 
group, the Nordic race, and his intense hatred of all other distal 
ethnic groups. 

The same relationship exists in two others whom we have previously 
considered in connection with the problem of intense childhood frus- 
tration— Lincoln and Lenin, Famous for freeing slaves, Lincoln as a 
young man and as a lawyer in central Illinois had little contact with 
Negroes, who remained a mostly distal group throughout his entire 
life. Far from identifying with them as equals, he shared the preju- 
dices of his fellow townspeople toward them. But during a trip on a 
raft down the Mississippi to New Orleans he personally witnessed the 
sale of slaves and was repelled by the traffic in human beings.* With- 
out ever seriously reducing the social distance between himself and 
Negroes, he developed— in consequence of this and other experiences 
and forces— a broad sense of humane justice that permanently fixed 
his attitude toward tliis distal group. Personal experience, probably 
more than any reading of Blackstone, Shakespeare, and perhaps even 
the Bible, shaped his attitude toward slavery. 

Tlie same relationship between direct e.xperience and broad ideology 
was apparent in Lenin, We need not discount or depreciate his read- 
ing of Marx to see the deep trauma to him of experiences within his 
own family. His father’s career as a dedicated educational administra- 
tor was broken by the recrudescence of reaction following the 1881 
assassination of Alexander II, and he died in 1886 at the age of fifty- 
five. A more serious blow was the execution of his beloved older 
brother Alexander a year later, for attempting the assassination of 
Alexander III. Other blows were his expulsion from university as the 
brother of a would-be assassin and the dcatli in a bad hospital of his 
gifted sister Olga from typhoid fever.® These very proximate tragedies 
contributed to his becoming a revolutionary. And even his lifelong 
contempt for liberals developed in part from tlie way his motlier's 

* Lincoln made two trips as a young man to New Orleans, once in 1828 at tlie 
age of nineteen and again when he was twenty-two. It was from tliis second trip 
that the unveriflable story grew tliat he had said about slavery: “If I ever get a 
cliance to hit tliat thing, I’ll hit it hard.” [Benjamin P. Thomas, Abraham Lincoln 
New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1952, 17-18, 24.] 

® Bertram D. Wolfe, Three Who Made a Revolution, 1948, Boston, Beacon Press 
M., 1955, 75, 87-88 and Edmund Wilson, To the Finland Station, 1940, Garden 
City, Doubleday Anchor Books ed., n.d., 36&--367. 
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good friends abandoned her after the arrest and execution of her son 
Alexander.® 

From private impressions to public cathexes 

When Lasswell spoke of the displacement of private aggressions on 
public objects, he only somewhat overstated and oversimplified a major 
verity in political behavior. It makes little sense to abstract from per- 
sonal context the ideology and public actions of either political leaders 
or ordinary citizens, even though the direct interpersonal, proximal 
experiences of people are not the sole basis for tlie formation of political 
outlook and action. But it is doubtful that ordinary and extraordinary 
people would ever enter “the stream of history,” as it is so loosely called, 
if they were not pushed into it partly by direct, proximal experience. 
The founding of a political party, the initiation of a political movement, 
the inception of a revolution in a turbulent society (indeed its concep- 
tion in the minds of intellectuals)— all such actions must as a general 
rule take place in partial consequence of the direct experience which 
forms people's images of and loyalty or hostility to large and distal 
groups. 

But it also makes little sense to abstract proximal group influences 
(which are derived from the social, affectional needs) from other in- 
fluences derived from the physical needs, or from self-esteem or self- 
actualization. A hungry person is likely to believe some person or 
group is depriving liim of food. A slave who is jailed or lashed, thereby 
suffering physical deprivation and either shame or disgrace, is jailed or 
laslied by some one person or by a group. A peasant whipped by a 
Russian landlord, a Middle- Western .American farmer in 1854 who sees 
liis neighbor from the Deep South get rich by the use of slave-labor, 
a frustrated would-be artist who projects liis anger on Jews whom he 
actually sees in Vienna, or an African who remembers being kicked 
by a wliite man— all are abandoning old ties or establishing new ties 
in politics in consequence of immediate, pro.ximal, personal experience. 
Ideology may \\'ith more or less accuracy rationalize and explain such 
actions but it has little to do with causing them or the related attitudes. 
Lenin’s eventual conversion to Marxism occurred after his brother’s 

® Wolfe, op. cit., 86. Note also that Lenin was moved to prosecute a racketeer 
river-boat operator, not when he got a vision of Justice but when the racketeer 
forced Lenin and his sister to hire his steam launch. Ibid., 86-87, and Wilson, 
op. cit., 367. 
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death and his own expulsion from university for being his brother's 
brother/ India broke free of its externally exploited past after the 
Second World War, without its action being sanctified by Marx. Cliina 
broke free of its internally exploited past about tlie same time, with 
an invocation of Marx. 'The common characteristic is an intense re- 
jection of the past, not the rationale for the rejection. 

Political reaction is far more personal, far less abstract and ideologi- 
cal, than either students of citizenry or citizens themselves are wont 
to recognize. It is easier to study documents written about major 
public events than it is to study the millions of people (ordinary citi- 
zens and leaders) who make these events, often without the benefit 
of literary effort or even literacy. This is not to say that people are at 
a loss for words to express reasons for action but that the effect of 
words is far less than the individual experience— through proximal 
contacts that mediate distal ones-of assorted and intensely felt dep- 
rivations. Revolutions historically have occurred in societies that were 
overwhelmingly illiterate: tlie leaders could read and write and speak, 
but leaders and ordinary citizens shared not so much their verbal as 
their personal experience. They have been mo\ed far less by ideas 
than by common grievances that are described verbally but seldom 
consist of words. And even when the action appears to consist of 
words, as when a white man swears at a black man, the offense is the 
contempt-not a construct, an idea, but a feeling which tlie contemp- 
tuous words or tone serve only to cximmunicate. 

Routine, everyday proximal group experiences, mainly by way of 
an individual's family, are the most potent social influences. The 
limit of these routine influences ordinarily extends no farther than to 
neighborhoods, work associates, and fellow members of the same 
church, club, lodge, or local trade union. In a small town the rou- 
tine proximal influence may be coextensive with the town, but beyond 
such boundaries such influence probably never exists. Nonroutine, 
exceptional proximal influence of the sort described as happening to 
Lincoln in his trips down the Mississippi, Hitler in Vienna, and Lenin 

^ See Wolfe, op. cit.. 88 and Wilson, o;;. cif.. 369-371, for iho vivid impression 
that a short story by Chekhov, "Ward No. 6," made on Lenin. The picture of 
hospital squalor in the story is vivid, but it is hard, reading the story in an ad- 
vanced culture, to appreciate Lenin’s horrified reaction. Lenin, however, had 
recently lost his sister in a wretched hospital. The verbal picture reinforced 
Lenin s feelings and cannot readily do this to one who has not experienced such 
tragedy. Not the story but the reality of personal experience appears to have 
crucial in Lenin's reaction. 
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in the loss by death of his father, brother, and sister fill out the picture 
of proximal influences which— to reiterate— are usually the indispen* 
sable mediators between the individual and his distal group identic 
fications. 

In group terms an individual becomes a Republican, Democrat, 
Christian Socialist, or a Laborite either because his family adheres to 
that particular party or because of some intense personal experiences 
with individuals outside liis normal pattern of associations. The un- 
usual, nonroutine personal experiences are not always like the peasant 
whipped by Iiis landlord or the African kicked by a white man; the 
nonxoutine experiences are not inevitably ones which alienate an indi- 
vidual from others who are members of the same broad society but of 
a different social group. 

A Catholic suspicious of non-Catholics may have his negative feel- 
ings mitigated or changed altogether by a good non-Catholic friend. 
A business manager with tlie notion that all trade-union members are 
lazy may modify liis view in consequence of seeing a group of ma- 
cliinists at work. A peasant may hate landlords in general but con- 
sider his own landlord a kindliearted person. An African political 
leader may find the edge of his hostility to wliite men dulled because 
of a decent wliite teacher he had in mission school twenty years before. 
Such interpersonal contacts across group fines serve to bind a broad 

society together, along with otlier forces making for a sense of 
community. 


Small towns mediate the nation 

Small towns form a kind of transition community behveen the prox- 
imal family and tlie clearly distal communities of metropolis, state, 
region, or nation. Although not necessarily tire bridges to distal com- 
munities, small towns combine some characteristics of proximal and 
distal groups. An ordinary citizen in a small town may see the mayor 
in person less often tlian lie hears or secs the prime minister or the 
president of liis countr>' on radio or television. But when he does see 
tlie ma^or, it is as a casual acejuaintance wlio is like a neighbor and 
not like an awesome wielder of great political power. A workingman 
in the local lumber or cotton mill may act like a worker in a colossal 
factory in his desire for union organization, liigher wages, and job 
security, but the plant manager or owner whom he sees occasionally 
cannot easily become a remote or awesome figure hke a Wall Street 
financier or llie president of a mammoth steel company. 
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The social structure of a small town in upper New York State has 
been subjected to careful analysis. It shows one pattern by which the 
individual relates to proximal and distal political communities. The 
village bears the pen name of Springdale and has a population of 
about 1700, plus about 800 who live on farms or in hamlets socially 
tied to Springdale.® 

A proximal community 

Despite considerable differences in income, wealth, education, and 
occupational skill, the citizens of Springdale and environs maintain 
the social cohesiveness of a proximal group, rather than of a distal 
group sharing common interests and values without close personal 
contact. Ordinary citizens sometimes grumble against the established 
and self-perpetuating coterie of local rulers and even at times listen 
attentively to opposition leaders. But with at least enough flexibility 
the local rulers respond to signs of protest and take at least minimal 
action, co-opt potential opponents in the matter emphasized in a 
European trade-union context by Roberto Michels, and stay in power. 

Cohesiveness is maintained not just by the rulers’ adaptiveness and 
use of co-optation. Cohesiveness is also maintained by sloughing off 
or discharging into other political arenas those problems on which 
conflicting positions may be taken by different groups witliin the com- 
munity. In the case of public education, citizens as taxpayers inevit- 
ably oppose citizens as parents interested in better school buildings 
and teachers. The result is to rely on financial support from the state 
government, even though tliis involves loss of local autonomy on edu- 
cational standards. 

Divisions within Springdale are avoided also by what the autliors 
call “the technic of particularization." Rather than generalize about 
the well-off being able to buy things that poorer people simply cannot 
afford, people limit their comments to a specific object acquired by a 
specific person. And rather than generalize about the effect of state- 
and nationwide marketing and employment problems, local citizens 
talk about the price of milk as set by a state agent, the threat to local 
merchants of chain stores, and (witli some abstraction) about seasonal 

• Arthur J, Vldich and Joseph Bensman, Small Town in Mass Society, 1958 
Carden City, Doublcday Anchor Books ed.. 1960. On tlie power structure in a 
comparable community, see Robert E. Agger and Vincent Ostrom, Political Par- 
UdpaUon in a Small Community, in Heinz Eulau et al., eds., Political Behavior 
Glencoe, 111., The Free Press, 1956, 138-148. 
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changes in jobs in an automobile components factory because of 
national fluctuations in automobile production. Stark appraisals of 
sources of dissent and tension are seldom expressed, even though 
indeed they are made on one level of consciousness and in time of 
serious crises (career disappointment, job loss, or loss of retail busi- 
ness) are clearly expressed.® 

Cohesiveness is also maintained by a significant consensus on equali- 
tarian values. On tlie verbal level these values iterate a belief that 
the people of the area are “just plain folks’* and on the action level 
show a deference that is more mutual and reciprocal tlian one-sided. 
Along with the tendency to establish distinctions, there is a tendency 
to avoid making them pronounced. 

Springdale links itself with the larger society by its voluntary de- 
cision to accept state and national aid and regulation rather than raise 
local taxes. Ideology is defeated by economic rationality: tlie toNvn gets 
far more aid from the state than it does from locally assessed taxes, 
and about 95 % of the state tax receipts come from the big cities in the 
state. It dissipates the hostility wliich the dependence and loss of 
indigenous individualism produce by a \'ariety of means, which include 
a reaffirmation of small-town virtue against big-city vice, small-town 
Christianity against big-city atlieism and otlier un-Americanisms, a 
recognition that local rulers have been triumphant in getting aid for 
road construction, and a denial that tlris means tlie state determines 
where the road goes.*® 

Partly by choice and partly by necessity Springdale is in some spe- 
cific ways integrated into even the national community: 2500 people 
identify tliemsebes and tlieir local community with a community that 
consisted of 150 million people at the time of tlie study. Thinking 


" Vidicli aiul Bcnsinan, op. cit., 297-302. 

30-34, 40--12, 300. In a somewhat diluted form the same processes 
.seem to operate in “Elmto^m,” an urban-rural complex with a population of about 
10.000. AIUioukIi the hcrc-rclevant data were not so central as in the Springdale 
analysis, the study of Elmtown shows the same domination by a similarly consti- 
tuted ruling group, tlie same pattern of relationship.s with the state government, 
at least with regard to the school system, and the same particularization of 
criticism so that its impact is limited to the specific situation. But social grouping-^ 
in Elmtown are somewhat larger, more impersonal, more abstract. For example, 
in student elections of high school officers, there is some eridence that the 
adolescent portion of the community divides along cla.ss lines and coheres across 
class lines: students in the lower classes help elect students from tlie upper classes. 
[A. B. Hollingshead, Elmtoun's Yotith, New York, John Wiley & Sons 1949, 
68-82, 134, 146-147, 201.] 
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about local public problems is liighly specific and usually excludes the 
broad generalization. Thinking about the public problems of the 
state and nation tends to be expressed in local tangibles-jobs, prices 
of goods bought and sold, etc.-or else in rather vague and quite 
stereotypical terms that reaffirm with a casual certitude the superiority 
of small towns over big cities, yet vaguely recognize a broad commu- 
nity of interests. 

Springdale’s ties with larger communities go beyond the state-finan- 
cial nexus mentioned. Dairy farmers depend on a metropolitan 
market. New inhabitants in the village are university-trained mem- 
bers of highly skilled occupations, ranging from engineers to state 
administrators, physicians, ministers, and lawyers, and they did not 
become such in the village. Both informally and formally, these and 
industrial workers employed in large factories away from Springdale 
act as proximal mediators between older inliabitants and distal so- 
cieties. Having had proximal contact with various aspects of the 
vague and awesome outside world-in industry, government, and uni- 
versity education-these mediators in tlieir role as local residents soften 
the contrast between near and far, small and large, pure and impure. 
On occasion, notably tlirough local politicians of state-party connec- 
tions, these marginal residents serve directly the interests of the town. 

It seems more probable, more like reality, to explain the loose co- 
herence between small towns and the vast national culture of wliich 
ffiey are part in such tangible, behavioral terms. To explain the ties 
in broad terms of unity derived from symbolic, ideological ties facili- 
tates scholarly communication far more than it produces actual inter- 
communal solidarity. Enormous as is the influence of what are stereo- 
typically called mass media, it does not have either the quality or the 
intensity of proximal contact in which subsocieties are linked by con- 
tacts extending from the back fence to the cliat with the local lawyer 

to the personal lobbying of the lawyer in the state legislature or 
bureaucracy. 

By reversing tlie telescope but not tlie objective in sight, we can 
say that the influence on the general public of a nationwide broadcast 
or telecast of political candidates is widespread but not very intense. 
The influence of one’s neighbor talking over the back fence is not 
widespread but much more intense. Everyone can hear a candidate 
on television and radio, giving tlie same talk to all. But everyone also 
has family, friends, neighbors and work associates, who as social influ- 
ences have far greater impact on the individual than even the most 
persuasive and sympathetic image or voice coming from television 
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screen or radio speaker. A candidate can by his social and odier 
influences establish a loose sense of community and a vague sense of 
direction. He can neither generate the community nor ihe profound 
forces which put it in nonrandom motion long before he ever steps 
up to the microphone. 

If the discussion of distal group influences up to this point sounds 
more like a mere continuation of the chapter on proximal influences, 
the impression is not accidentally conveyed. For virtually everyone, 
the highly specific pattern of distal identifications is at crucial occa- 
sions mediated by proximal contacts. I am saying no more or less 
than that for almost all people, tlieir social class is the people they 
associate with. Other social classes are people they occasionally meet 
or see. Their local community or neighborhood consists of people in 
those contexts, and tlieir national community and political loyalties 
are the candidates and programs they have heard about from others 
whom they personally know and trust (or mistrust). And for most 
people, prosperity is not a concept but a well-paying job or business, 
civil rights consist of Negroes and whites together in schools and on 
busses or trains, and war is the memory of military ser\'ice or the injury 
or death of a rclati\'e or friend. 

Politics is by no means issue-free. Neither does it altogether con- 
sist of \'arious patterns of groups holding hands in a vastly extended 
and cohesi\'e family. But even the broadest issues are discussed 
characteristically in a social context that is fundamentally and continu- 
ally pioximal. Interactions with others as friends or enemies— positive 
and negative interpersonal cathexes-are a well-nigh universal ingredi- 
ent of political thought and action. 

After this discussion of the local community we bypass a consid- 
eration of clas,s. which is so large a problem as to fit too snugly into 
anytliing less than its owm chapter. We skip now to the matter of 
races of the proximal-distal variety that help fonn tlie politics of more 
than the few people with the intense frustrations of Hitler. 

Ethnics and politics 

One of the most common and durable sources of friction is race. 
And race witli which ethnic group is here deemed synonymous, is 
hard to define. For present purposes our concern is not with the 
proper racial labels for various people but with wliat ethnic groups 
call themselves and others. If a person says he is Cantonese, that may 
be the most significant self-label in dealing wiUi Manchurians. In 
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Honolulu, both Cantonese and Manchurians may call themselves Chi- 
nese, because in Hawaii non-Chinese do not distinguish between 
people from the north or south of China. An immigrant from Palermo 
may at an early stage of living in New York City call himself an 
Italian— though he had always in Italy considered himself a Sicilian. 
At a later stage he may call himself an American of Italian birth and 
at last a New Yorker from the East Side, with his son's Honorable 
Discharge certificate from the Army of the United States displayed 
on the wall. 

The interaction in which the ethnic becomes prominent necessarily 
always involves insiders and outsiders. It is another subjective phe- 
nomenon; it depends crucially on what an individual considers him- 
self and others to be. There were the ancient Greeks and what they 
called barbarians, that is non-Greeks; Jews who lived not "far” from 
Greece called themselves God’s chosen people and excluded the rest of 
mankind from selection; Chinese and the similarly inferior balance of 
mankind; French who say Africa begins just south of the Pyrenees; 
Spaniards and the barbarous Indians in what Latin Spaniards came to 
call Latin America; Japanese and hakujin Western devils; Hindus and 
Moslems; Swedes and Germans; whites and blacks; blacks and blacks— 
that is, blacks of one tribe who defeated those of another tribe and sold 
them into slavery. All Nigeria is divided into three parts, in one of 
which dwell principally the Yoruba, in another the Ibo, and in the 
third the Hausa. And before the divisions in Nigeria there were the 
divisions noted by Julius Caesar in Gaul, which the Romans conquered; 
among the Anglo-Saxons, whom the Gallic Normans conquered; among 
the Celts, whom the English confjuered. And the English in turn were 
politically won over by three members of ethnic minorities, Benjamin 
Disraeli, David Lloyd George, and James Ramsay MacDonald. 

It may well be, as Madison and Marx have said, that the most com- 
mon and durable source of political faction is the various and unequal 
distribution of property. But if this is so, it is so by default, because 
of the common, millennial inability to reduce the largest etlinic prob- 
lems to political-that is, nonviolent-terms. Nations are the largest 
political units and are roughly coextensive with broad ethnic groups 
because it lias been usually impossible to contain two or more such 
groups within one nation when they were of approximately equal 
power. England subdued the Scotch, Welsh, and Irish people but 
did not form the federation which would have been a political (non- 
niiUtaiy) device for exercising constitutional (limited and acknowl- 
edged) power. By similar means, Japan subdued the Ainu in ancient 
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times and Koreans and Taiwanese in modem times, but the resultant 
political unity was like that behveen Britain and India before 1947, 
the Netherlands and Indonesia before tlie same year, France and Indo- 
China before 1954, and the Soviet Union and its satelhtes. The 
Austro-Hungarian emj)ire, composed of Germanic and Slavic groups 
tliat shared almost no sense of either ethnic or political community, 
collapsed almost spontaneously during tlie First World War. There 
is little reason to believe East Germany would remain in close eco- 
nomic and political association with the Soviet Union if it had a choice. 
Tension has in tlie 1960s often been severe between Russian and Chi- 
nese Communists. Neither etiinic group has been able to dominate 
tlie other. The ideologies in the two nations are supposedly identical 
and their histories are economically comparable. 

In each of these instances the conflict has not been economic but 
ethnic. Ethnic differences and conflicts are primarily political and 
only lemotcly forcible when they take place within nations where there 
is a dominant ethnic group and one or more clearly subordinate 
gioups. Otherwise such conflicts appear to be too intense to be 
manageable by political means. Again, without forgetting economic 
di\-isions behveen rich and poor (wliich are not the only divisions 
between rich and poor), one of the largest problems of the twentieth 
century is to reduce ethnic conflict to political portions between na- 
tions. There is too much evidence of ethnic groups as nations making 
enormous material sacrifices in order to subdue other ethnic groups 
as nations, or to resist such subjection. We can reduce neitlier internal 
nor international conflict to nonethnic categories. Germany under 
the Nazis sought systematically to destroy Jews and Slavs. The Congo 
has suffered severe economic dislocation since gaining its independ- 
ence from Belgium but has shown little inclination to return to eco- 
nomic order if tlie cost is a re-establishment of the old colonial rela- 
tionship of racial tutelage and subordination. 


Mental processes which cause people to sense ethnic distinction 
are probabl\- not fundamentally different between and within nations. 
I sychological econom>- or Occam’s razor or both suggest that there 
is much in common between the way a self-conscious^Irisliman feels 
towards an Englishman in London today and the way an Irish immi- 
grant to the United States felt toward native-born, English-spcakang 
Americans approximate])' a hundred years ago. The mental processes 
underlying wars involving “race” must be much like those underlying 
international conflict. But such analysis as has been done has emerged 
mainly inside particular nations. ^Vc can estabUsh no more than hypo- 



Distal groups in politics 197 

Aetical relationships between ethnics and politics on the intra- and 
international levels. 

A corps of Soviet citizens on a technical mission in India may in- 
clude individuals with names tliat are Ukrainian (Derevyanko) Ar- 
menian (Bagramian), or Great-Russian (Suvorov), yet each member 
of the corps will likely be self-consciously Soviet in the same way that 
a Pnjssian or a Swabian is self-consciously German in a foreign land. 
Middle-class Americans named Polanski, Adams, Conti, Ferrand, 
I^aus, and Jensen on a guided tour on Southeast Asia would regard 
themselves as members of a single quasi-ethnic group and would likely 
be so regarded in the nations they visited. The state of mind is far 
more crucial than the ancestry, which is important only to tlie extent 
the individual and others are conscious of it.” 

Ones self-image depends to a considerable degree on what others 
^k of him, and perhaps tliis is the basis of ethnic distinction. 
Suvorov in Moscow is usually unaware of being Russian; Suvorov in 
DelM is highly conscious of it. John Polanski in Cliicago may think 
of himself as a Pole, even though he never learned his father’s lan- 
g^ge; in Bangkok with his sport shirt and camera, he becomes aware 
of being an American. Differences in one or more manifest charac- 
teristic can cause others to cause a person to become aware of his 
race. It is fairly easily distinguishable signs that produce this self- 
consciousness: skin color, language, dialect, clothing, and possibly 
name are among the most prominent. When these differences are 
classified and lumped together in a particular pattern descriptive of 

a particular group, ethnicity in the subjective sense has been estab- 
lished. 

These distinctive characteristics would have no great political sig- 

nificnce if it were not for the common tendency to establish inequality 

^ tile basis of racial distinction. A Dane is not just a man who speaks 

Danish, is easy-going, etc. He is-in his own eyes-not just different 

but a little better; in the eyes of non-Danes, probably not quite so 

good. A Jew is not just a person who happens to have been born of 

Jewish parents but— in his own eyes— is a scion of Zion, of a great 

race which has never quite been admitted into the society of not- 
so-great races. 

Roosevelt spoke of “the great fighting qualiHes of our race" bv 
,1 „ j ® the American nation, which he no more specifically or obicclivelv 

Hofstadter. ALLan F^tal 
"■ '^“8, Vintage 
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The distinctions in tlie eyes of both majority and minority ethnic 
groups are apt to depreciate the outsider. Welsh consider themselves 
better than English, Italians in New York better than other New York- 
ers. But above all, the majority group— however heterogeneous its 
ancestry— considers itself better than all minority groups. The rub 
lies in the numerical inescapability of minority status. Except in 
consequence of military or other foreseeable conquest, the member of 
an ethnic minority cannot escape the fact that there are more people 
who regard liim as being inferior than people who— like him— regard 
his “race” as superior. 


Ethnic antagonisms 

When these ethnic distinctions become a basis for judging a person 
as better or worse, which they usually do despite contrary protesta- 
tions, mutual antagonisms— racial wars— develop. The minority-group 
member, just as the majorit>'*group member would, resents minimally 
the denial of recognition. Maximally he resents the overt expression 
by a majority-group member of revulsion, contempt, fear, or hatred. 
The antagonism reciprocally reinforces itself and the interaction may 
become intense enough to produce individual or group acts of violence. 

The conflict l)elwc'cn minority and majority group members arises 
from tile in{Ii\'idual mental conflict between the need to identify with 
others and tlie need to stand apart from others. If a person were in- 
dillc'iX’nl to the opinions of outsiders and did not wish to join them, he 
would not sense separateness and inferiority'. If a person did not wish 
to ha\ f his own identity apart from others, he would not likely, as a 
minority nieml>er, bocornc a self-conscious member of the minority, 
when outside inajoritariaiis regarded him only as an undistinguishable, 
undifrerentialed minoritarian.'^ 

this antagonistic mental condition manifests itself in several ways, 
pel haps tlic first and last— the beginning and ending— being a defensive 
self-conseionsness as a minority group member. One becomes aware 
of being attacked or ignored; he reacts by expressing pride at his 
diffeience. If he is Italian, that language becomes not just his own 
language ],ut that of great poets, singers, and philosophers. His an- 
cestors are not just people, but descendants of the Caesars. Besides 
thinking these reassuring thoughts the minority group member asso- 

Maforitarian and minorifarian are used here with none of the connotations of 
Bolslievik and Menshe\ik. 
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ciates almost exclusively with others of the same group, living in the 
sarnie neighborhood,*^ attending the same church, joining the same 
clubs. These thoughts and actions give him a sense of security which 
IS the saving balm for the wounds of minority status, wliich contacts 
with the outside world continually reopen. For Swedes, it may be 
a particular rural neighborhood in Minnesota; for untouchables in 
Japan, their quarter of the city; for Jews, tlie ghetto in Warsaw. Most 
of the social hfe for minority group members takes place witliin such 
proximate, local, ethnic communities. 

But contacts with the outside world are unavoidable, mainly be- 
cause of economic necessity but also because of contacts by the cliil- 
dren in school and at play. The foreman in the labor gang is likely 
to be of the same ethnic background and to act as a guide and in- 
terpreter between the majority society and tlie newcomer in his eco- 
nomic role. If there is a trade union in tlie shop, the steward may 
encourage him to join and thereby enter one group in the larger 
society.** Quite typically a fellow minority-group member who is 
active in politics will help out in such personal crises as finding a 
place to live, a job, and. when a fellow member gets in trouble with 
the law, an easing of the penalty. Historically, big-city political ma- 
chines in America have acquired a solid core of support for tlieir 
services to immigrants. The regularizing of such services through the 
establishment of welfare agencies by city, state, and national govem- 
n^nts has contributed to tlie steady weakening of political macliines.** 
These are gradually being replaced by party organizations composed 

“ See Robert E. Lane, Political Life, Glencoe. 111., Tl»e Free Press, 1959, 252 

14 M “ sensitive discussion of the politics of ethnicity! 

H. Sheppard, The Union as a Political Influence: Ethnic and Generation Factors 

n Union Members' Behavior, Journal of Social Issuc.s, 9 (1): 45-48 (1953) 

Older Polish members of the CIO were strongly pro-union in their vote for 

y®* ignored the union’s stand against anti-Semitism; younger 

mn members of the union were not so pro-union in their vote for mayor but 

The author's suggested explanaUon: younger Poles were 

tied to traditional Polish anti-Semitism and to the trade union and were 

more assimilated to the values of American society, which include racial tolerance 

nd diminish the importance of trade unions to the more generally assimilated 
yuunger member. 

« T^e vole of minority-group members, notably Irish. Italians, Jews, and Negroes 
U heavily Democratic [see. for example. Bernard R. Berelson e; al. VolZ 

V". *"0*0 intensely felt the 

Evanston, Row, Peterson & Co., 1954, 77.] 
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of more strictly amateur political actives. But whether paid or un- 
paid, it is still party representatives making the personal contact who 
introduce newcomers to political parties and help establish an endur- 
ing sense of political partisan community. 

There is a continuous conflict in the minority group members mind 
between his acceptance and rejection by the majority and his own 
acceptance and rejection of the majority. This produces tension mani- 
fest not only in tentative efforts to join the larger society but also in 
deliberate withdrawal. Minority group members apparently vote less 
at an early state of assimilation than later, but evidently they vote 
more than others whose ancestry is only remotely foreign.^® To 
ascertain tliis witli exactitude would require the canceling out of a 
variety of factors that relate to frequency of voting, such as income, 
occupation, education, urban-versus-rural residence, and such “per- 
sonality” factors as the belief that \ oting is wortlnvhile. 

The character of ethnic participation indicates tliat the major con- 
cern of minority groups as such is social and political recognition of 
their group. Members will \ oto for a candidate because he is of the 
same national origin, often quite regardless of Iiis stand on any otlier 
issues. But it is hard to tell whether a low-income member of a 
minority is \'oting for a candidate because he is a member of die same 
minority or because such a candidate also is an effective spokesman 
of poor people. 


Love those who persecute you 

A common tendency of minorit}' group members is to e.xliibit, along 
witli hostility to tlie majorit)', a liking for and identification with the 
majority. This process of affirmation rather than denial varies greatly 
in intensity. In extreme fonn it clearly includes the pattern of what 
.\nna I'reud called identification with the aggressor. This has been 
the case in Nazi concentration camps where some prisoners adopted 
the style of dress, language, and e\cn the values of tlie Gestapo 
guards.’- In milder form it sometimes produces tlie anti-Semitic Jew, 
the NegR) n^ Iio is uncomfortable or ashamed in the presence of lower- 
status Negroes. This identification with the majority is also char- 
acteristic of tlie superpatriotic conformist wlio seeks thereby to atone 

’“See ibid.. Tabic 5.-1, p. 78. On XcRro voting see Angus Campbell et ak. 
The American Voter, New \ork* John Wiley & Sons, 1960, 27S-282. 
ir Elie A. Cohen, Human Behavior in the Concentration Camp New York W. W. 
Norton & Co.. 1953, 177-179, 200-201. 
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for, forget, or retaliate for his father’s Irish (or German) hostility to 
England and therefore his father’s nonconformity to American foreign 
policy during two World Wars. One of its commonest forms is tlie 
tendency of a minority group member to show contempt for other 
minority groups which have not yet assimilated or which the ma- 
jority continues to reject.^® 'Thus Irish have become politically op- 
posed to Italians in New Haven and to Jews in Boston, causing these 
latter groups to adhere to the Republican party for a period. “ And 
Negroes in the Harlem district of New York, after decades of being 
on the bottom of the social scale, in the 1950s moved up enough to be 
able to look down on the newest arrivals, Puerto Ricans. 

Such minority group identification with the majority was particu- 
larly manifest in the reactions to McCarthyism in America in the early 
1950s. There is some evidence that Irish, Italians, and Germans 
tended to oppose anytliing tliat might be deemed even remotely pro- 
communist or pro-Soviet deviationism.^'^ These ethnic groups sup- 
ported conformism and witch-hunts with an intensity that cannot be 
attributed altogether to the sustained anxiety of the cold war or the 
Korean conflict. Like the recruit in the Army who finally learned to 
march in step, these groups were most vigorous in their denunciation 
of others whom they regarded as being out of step. 

Religion plays a very important role among minority group mem- 
bers. The relationship is so close that Irish, Italians, Hungarians, 
and Poles have acted as Catholics and Catholics have acted as Irish, 
etc., so that the ethnic and religious categories are sometimes consid- 
ered interchangeable.*^ But the independence of religion and eth- 
nicity is emphasized by the clear Democratic majority among Irish 
Catholics and the Republican majority among Irish Protestants in the 

See E. S. Bogardus, The Measurement of Social Distance, originally published 
In 1928 and reprinted in T. Newcomb and E. L. Hartley, eds., Readings in Social 
Psychology, New York, Henry Holt & Co., 1947, 503-507. Excepting their 
own groups, Negroes and Jews follow the same pattern of maintaining social dis- 
tance between themselves and other nationalities as do “Americans in general." 

** Lane, op. cit., 236-237. Samuel Lubell reported tliat Irish in San Francisco in 
1946 opposed a referendum whose effect was to favor civil rights for Negroes. 
See his Future of American Politics, New York, Harper & Bros., 1952, 97-98 
and ch. 4, The Frontier Reappears. 

*** See Samuel Lubell, Revolt of the Moderates, New York, Harper & Bros., 1950 
64-74 on the ethnic situation in Wisconsin. See also his Future of American 
Politics, ch. 7, The Myth of Isolationism. 

As, for example, in Bernard Berelson el al., op. cit., 83, where Catholics are 
called an etlinic group, along with Negroes and Jews. 
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1952 election.22 Minority group members can get great solace from 
their religion and from church attendance with congenial members 
of the same minority. Along with their consciousness of pride in an- 
cestry, language, etc., goes pride in their religious heritage. Not until 
they have become more at home in the larger society does their con- 
cern with religion ease somewhat— at least as indicated by a rise in 
interfaith marriages after the Second World War.^® 

Religion and church-related activities have interacted with eth- 
nicity to play a major role in the political efforts of Negroes in America 
in the 1950s and 1960s to achieve social and economic equality. Many 
of the prominent leaders of the movement are Negro churchmen; 
churches are the main social centers where joint activity is organized 
and instigated. Indeed as I suggest in the following chapter on re- 
ligion and politics, the vitality of both Protestant and Catholic Chris- 
tian churches in the twentieth century appears to have been evident 
almost exclusively in the contest for equal social recognition of ethnic 
minorities. Both religious and nonreUgious Jews have been prominent 
in the same effort. 

The analysis by Fuchs of the politics of Jews in the United States 
provides further basis for judging the closeness of ethnicity and re- 
ligion. He finds two main reasons for the pattern of liberal and inter- 
nationalist political tendencies among American Jews. One relates to 
their insecurity in a society that has mixed both hostility and admira- 
tion in its attitudes towards Jews; the other derives from the values 
which, in their particular blending, are distinctly Jewish: love of 
learning, charitable social responsibility (Zedakeh), and "non- 
ascetism.” The first two are deeply rooted in Judaism as a religious- 
cultural entity, and Zedakeh has become indistinguishable from the 
main social tenet of the Christianity that emerged from Judaism.^* 

If Jewish values are necessary to explain political behavior of Jews, 
it cannot be overemphasized how integral to occidental civilization 
has been the role of Jews precisely because they have been a marginal 
and chronically condemned body of people. Without the values they 
might have died out as a distinct etlinic group. But without the hostile 
cooperation of the societies in which they have lived since the Diaspora 

22 Angus Campbell et al., The Voter Decides, 77 n. Note that socio-economic 
status was not controlled and that the number of cases as part of an area-prob- 
ability sample of the adult population of the United States is inevitably small. 

22 Los Angeles Times, 22 February 1958. 

2* Lawrence H. Fuchs, The Folitical Behavior of American Jews, Glencoe, 111., 
The Free Press, 1956, 178-184. 
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in the second century after Christ, it is questionable whether they 
would have established contact with other people in ways that have 
enriched and humanized the culture of these other people. Without 
this contact, Judaism might well have remained distinctly tribal in its 
influence rather than providing the basis on which Jews individually 
and collectively have generally written and acted with more humane 
compassion than their supposedly humane, supposedly Christian hosts. 

Ignoring overt difference and covert identity 

Just what is the etiology of etlinic conflict witliin and between 
nations? We know that minority groups act as groups in politics. 
And a major line of research traces ethnic hostility back to childhood 
relationships with parents, implying thereby that it is altogether en- 
vironmental forces that cause prejudice.*® Similarly other researchers 
have blamed one aspect of society or another.*® But the research is 
more massive and assertive tlian it is persuasive. 

Socially derived forces do operate. People do despise minority 
groups because it is part of the ethic of their society to do so; they 
learn to hate because they are taught to hate. But tlie process is not, 
in the sense ordinarily used, by any means altogether social. We can 
recall the behavior of chickens and dogs to newcomers: individuals 
do not need cultural osmosis to generate a predisposition to discrim- 
inate against those who are different. 

It is a bit paradoxical that psychologists who study tlie ability of 

See T. Adomo et al., The Authoritarian Personaliltj, New York, Harper & Bros., 
1950. Later researchers have found tliat men who exhibit both etlinic prejudice 
and “xenophilia” (a preference of foreign things and contempt for one’s own 
society) have a relatively strong "self-dislike.” [A. J. Brodbeck and H. B. Pcrl- 
mutter, Self-dislike as a Determinant of Marked Ingroup-outgroup Preference, 
Journal of Psychology, 38:271-280 (1954).) Individuals who were highly 
xenophobic also were more highly authoritarian than tlie less xenophobic. [II. B. 
Perlmulter, Some Characteristics of the Xenopliilic Personality, Journal of 
Psychology, 38:291-300 (1954).] This American study is corroborated in 
Australia. See Ronald Taft, Is the Tolerant Personality Type tlie Opposite of die 
Intolerants?, Journal of Social Psychology, 47: 397-405 ( 1958), which found the 
ethnically intolerant group to be like the tolerant group in ego-defensiveness and 
resembles the tolerant group in most respects by contrast with the intermediate 
group.” 

** L- Horowitz argues that "prejudices arc derived from social sources rather 
than through biologically transmitted traits.” See Development of Attitude toward 
Negroes, in T. Newcomb and E. L. Hartley, Headings In Social Psychology New 
York, Henry Holt & Co., 1947, at page 515. 
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people to make perceptual discriminations belong to the same profes- 
sion as do those who see no natural reason why people can and do 
see distinctions beUveen ethnic groups. People need no more training, 
for example, to distinguish a white person from a black person than 
they do to distinguish black words on a white page. Ignoring the 
natural tendency of people to discriminate limits the possibility of 
understanding ethnic prejudice. To assume that most human beings 
who have lived long in one culture will not notice differences in those 
outside tlieir culture is to assume a measure of mental dullness that in 
the animal kingdom would make survival difficult for wild zebras who 
could not distinguish between lions and giraffes. There is a great deal 
of prudishness and oleaginous sentimentality with regard to prejudice, 
just as there was witli regard to sex fifty years ago. 

Probably the major environmental cause for interetlinic conflict is 
the simple fact of manifest difference. To a monkey in a zoo an 
Englishman and an Italian may look quite alike. To each of these 
members of the species Homo sapiens tlie difference may be readily 
apparent and highly significant. Furthermore, the initial reaction to 
difference is probably a feeling of threat: if it is different from me I 
must overpower it before it overpowers me. The reduction of preju- 
dice and its elimination from politics and international power strug- 
gles requires not less abilit>' to discriminate but more. It requires 
ability to discriminate between various levels of difference and simi- 
larity between people. 

Tliis amounts to a kind of rediscovery of nature, in the sense that 
it is only by the stripping away of obvious but acquired characteristics 
like language and dress and other customs that we are able to find 
similarity and identity with diverse people. Skin color cannot be 
stripped away. What tliis amounts to is discovering empirically tlie 
level on which such moral precepts as “all men are brotliers” and “all 
men are created equal” are valid representations of realit)'. This in 
turn includes recognizing the distinction behveen tlie objective and 
tlie subjecti\’e. In Freudian terms this recognition is one way to de- 
scribe a measure of maturity that probably no one ever reaches. It 
is hard for people to recognize that subjecti\’ely they act and react 
like other people when it is so easy to point to objective evidence of 
dissimilar physical features and behavior. 

Since cultural and physical differences are here to stay, it is impos- 
sible to avoid recognizing them. But by a gradual cultural process 
people may come to recognize that identit)' exists on the fundamental, 
organic level even tliough it does not exist on the cultural and physical 
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level. The great difiBculty of this learning process suggests that the 
tolerance of ethnic diversity is as slow in coming as is the tolerance 
of any diversity in others. Interethnic hostility may persist, in a newly 
independent Nigeria, between Yorubans and Hausans, but various 
minorities are still faced with discrimination in the United States and 
the Soviet Union, two cultures which long have prided themselves on 
a high literacy rate and a dedication to the proposition that all men 
are created equal and seem sometimes dedicated to tlie process of 
making all men alike. Instead of recognizing that tliis is true only 
on a very basic organic level, these and other cultures seem occasion- 
ally determined to manufacture men who are equal and alike in tlieir 
thoughts and actions. All of which points out tJie very limited success 
of moral exliortation, in contrast to tlie rather extensive success of 
direct intergroup association, in the task of reducing ethnic prejudice 
and recognizing nonethnic individuality. 

We cannot do more than conceptualize the environmental and or- 
ganic aspects of this problem of race. But with some knowledge of 
how families, local communities, and ethnic and religious groups oper- 
ate within the individual, we can now more easily consider the com- 
plex matter of his identification with political party— wliich is a special 
kind of summation of familial and other proximal and distal group 
identifications. 


Party identification 

Over half a millennium ago the Guelplis and the Ghibellines formed 
opposing elitist factions that were the engines of political controversy 
in thirteenth- and fourteenth-century Florence. In the nineteenth cen- 
tury, political group loyalties began to acquire a broadly popular base, 
and ordinary citizens developed enduring ties to party. It was thus 
not until the contest for universal suffrage developed in modern na- 
tions that political parties formed their broad popular base. 

Probably most people in the world now live in nations that have 
political parties, but probably live where tliere is only one party per 
nation. In most countries there is no chance for an overt opposition 
group to form (for example, as in the Soviet Union or China). One 
can exercise his voice in such nations, for the one party, but no more. 

" On the consequences of integrated versus segregated interracial housing projects, 
note the research project carried out in New York and Newark: M. Dcutsch and 
M. E. Collins, Interracial Housing, in William Petersen, ed., American Social 
Patterns, Carden City, Doubleday & Co., 1956, 7-61, esp. Table 5. pp. 42 -^ 3 . 
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In some nations there is a heavily dominated party with relatively 
ineffectual opposition (as in India since its independence in 1947, 
Mexico since Cdrdenas, Venezuela of the early 1960s, and the United 
States during the 1820s, 1830s, and 1860s ) . In others there has been 
a multiplicity of parties, none, of which could surely command a 
majority (as in Germany in the 1920s, Sweden, Norway, Switzerland, 
and Italy and France after the Second World War), and in still others 
a now normally stable two-party system (as in the United States, 
England, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and tentatively Germany 
of the 1960s). 

In nations with a highly developed electoral process, where voters 
can exercise their choice and not just their voice, party identification 
is truly widespread. In the United States members of trade unions, 
farmers’ associations or business and professional associations, perhaps 
even collectively, constitute no more than a minority of the total adult 
population. In contrast, church and party identifications approach 
universality, which neither church attendance nor voting does. The 
proportion of adults in the United States who have no political afBlia- 
tions is probably about one in eight or nine.*® The proportion of 
people who report having no church aflBliation probably does not 
exceed 4 % in the United States.*® 

Many of the same forces that make church affiliation so uniform 
have the same effect on party ties— notably the influence of parents 
and spouse. But unlike churches, political parties cannot so effectively 
promise saKation or threaten damnation. Characteristically, non- 
Communist parties in Western Europe and America do not initiate 
the apolitical person who wants to join a party in formal ceremonies 
comparable to religious baptism or confirmation. Tliey never expel an 
ordinary member, and tliey very rarely expel a member of the party 
leadership. 

Party ties, though loose and often tlireadlike, appear to be quite 

28 In national samples taken from October 1952 to October 1958, the University 
of Michigan Survey Research Center found that the proportion of people who 
called tlicmsclvcs political independents (with no leaning toward Republicans 
or Democrats) or who were apolitical or “didn’t know” varied from 9 to 14%. 
[A. Campbell et al., The American Voter, 124.1 

20 See U. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1961, 
Washington, D. C., 1961, 42, Table 38, Religion Reported by the Civilian Popula- 
tion. . . . : 1957. These data are based on an area sample sur^'ey and not on 
membership reports of churches. The sample includes information on all people 
fourteen or more years old. The proportion in only the adult population probably 
docs not differ much from the 4% figure. 
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Strong. This apparent strength is not evidenced simply by the in- 
tensity of feeling that strong partisans show at election time. It is 
also not dependent on the fact that if we know a persons party aflBlia- 
tion we can better predict how he will vote than if we know his occu- 
pation, religion, income, or education.^® But the following data indi- 
cate that party identification is a distinguishable force. 

In America people who call tliemselves strong (or independent) 
Democrats or Republicans vote more regularly than self-described 
weak Democrats or Republicans, and in otlier ways are more politically 
active.®^ Strong party identifiers e.xpress interest and concern over 
politics more than others do.^® They are more likely tlian not to adopt 
the recognized stand on issues and to support tlie party candidacy.^® 
They are, if strong Democrats, more likely than not to vote for a can- 
didate of tlieir party even if they dislike him, although strong Repub- 
licans are more likely to vote for the candidate of tlie opposite party 
Both strong Democrats and strong Republicans are more likely tlian 
not to vote a straight party ticket.*® 

A little reflection on tliese characteristics of partisanship indicates 
how reciprocal tlie relationsliips may be. A person who votes regu- 
larly may in consequence thereof become a strong partisan just as 
a strong partisan may therefore vote regularly. But the following data 
suggest that party identification is an independent variable even 
though it never in actuality functions apart from other variables. This 
is true of all variables except the ultimate one which is to be found, 
along with the pot of gold, at the end of tlie rainbow in Eldorado. 

When a national sample was asked in 1958 about possible personal 
loss from the then current recession. Democrats who said they were 
hurt mostly disapproved of how the Eisenhower administration was 
handling the recession. Republicans who reported tliey were hurt by 
the recession on the average approved ratlier tlian disapproved of 
how the administration handled it. Those who were hurt were 

We can even more surely predict how a person will vote by asking him how 
he will vote, but that does not make the reply the determinant of tlic vole. It is as 
yet not possible to say that people vote in p-irticular ways more in consequence 
of party affiliation than of such other forces as economic or familial interests and 
loyalties. But there is persuasive evidence that party loyalty is an independent 
and highly significant phenomenon. 

Campbell et al., The Voter Decides, 101-108. 

** A. Campbell et al.. The American Voter, 144. 

•* Ibid., 12&-130j and A. Campbell et ah. The Voter Decides, 145 
**Ibid., 95. 

»» Ibid.. 95. 
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stronger in their disapproval or weaker in their approval of the 
administration than those not hurt. But even when hurt, a persons 
party identification influenced his opinion of the administration.^® 
And there is a higher correlation behveen subjective, self-labeled class- 
status and the vote among strong party identifiers than among weak 
and independent party identifiers. That is, people in 1952 who de- 
scribed themselves both as strong Democrats and as working class 
were more likely to vote Democratic tlian tliose who called themselves 
weak or independent Democrats and said they belonged to the work- 
ing class.®^ 

The “inheritance” of partisanship 

If the phenomenon of party identification does operate independ- 
ently, how does it acliieve this (quasi-) autonomy? The most central 
group reason— social cause— for this distal identification is probably 
traceable to exactly the same proximal contact with parents tliat pro- 
duces intergenerational stability (i.e., “inheritance”) of religion and 
other aspects of the culture. Roughly three-fourtlis of all Republicans 
and Democrats inherit tlieir partisanship from their parents, when 
both parents belong to the same party, and in the 1948 Elmira Study 
these overall proportions were rouglily the same when measured not 
by tlie respondents party identification but by his vote as compared 
with his fatlier’s usual party preference.®® 

But parental or marital influences are not the only “social” ones, 
though doubtless the most important. One’s friends, work associates, 
and neighbors all can pro.ximally influence distal aflBliation and only 
parental influence is per se relatively stable over time. If one marries 
a person of different party afiBliation or works, plays, and chats over 
the back fence wth differently inclined individuals, his partisansliip 
may change. 

All of tliese pro.ximal contacts interact witli one’s socio-economic 
status, so tliat he is apt to adopt— particularly if he is upwardly mobile 
—the politics of a spouse, friends, etc. whose deference he wants to 

A. Campbell et al., The American Voter, 389-390. No apparent attempt was 
made to distinguish degree of injury from the recession. A man laid off at the 
factory has been hurt and so has the investor whose slock dividends have declined 
lOjf, but tlie two men are not likely to be equally disturbed by it all. 

3^ Ibid., 366-367. 

38 A. Campbell et al., The Voter Decides, 99 and The American Voter, 146-147. 
30 B. R. Berelson et al., op. cit., 88-89. 
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receive. He will not only socialize upward but also politicize upward 
with those he deems above his own family background. WHien the 
person is in a presumably stable socio-economic position, any tenden- 
cies to wander away from the political fold are apt to be cut short by 
reminders during the campaign of his status and past partisanship.*® 

Other factors that can influence partisan affiliation ( either confirm- 
ing it or changing it) are age, minority-group status, and economic 
self-interest. At least judged by studies in the 1950s and 1960s in 
America, young people have more often than not tended to prefer 
the Democratic party, and old people have tended to be more Repub- 
lican than young people. But in eitlier case there is an increase in 
strength of partisanship as people get older.*^ Minority-group mem- 
bership tends to produce unifonn partisansliip, because of internal 
group pressures,** and perhaps also because of an independent but 
common individual reaction to discrimination. 

These largely distal social influences depend heavily on proximal 
contact in confirming or changing party affiliation. One’s family, 
neighbors, friends, and work associates are to a considerable degree 
intervening variables, quite literally carriers of more distant influences. 
The three most significant watersheds of partisanship in tl^e United 
States have been the 1800 election of Jefferson, the 1860 election of 
Lincoln, and the 1932 election of Franklin Roosevelt. In the first two 
instances a party well established in its control over voters’ loyalties 
and over government itself was quite displaced by a brand-new party 
that promptly established itself in both ways. Tliese elections thus 
were major shifts in sovereignly, of profound proportions. In the 
first two cases the election was extremely close, witli neither Jefferson 
nor Lincoln receiving a popular majority.*® In all three cases the 
country faced a major crisis, produced a major leader, and established 
enduring political alignments and for a time almost destroyed partisan 
opposition. The Federalist party collapsed after the Jeffersonian 
Democrat-Republicans defeated it. Indeed it did re-emerge as a 
faction of the Democratic party in the 1820s. The Democratic party 

*® thid.. 254-257. 

** A. Campbell et al., The American Voter, 162. 

** Lawrence Fuchs argues that Jewish women vote more heavily Democratic than 
Jewish men because housewives' social contacts are brgely limited to Jews, 
whereas the men at their work come in contact with contradictory political in- 
fluences. iFuchs, op. cit., 95-96.1 

*• In Jefferson's case this has to be inferred, because the popular vote was not 
recorded. 
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after the Southern secession was out of power for twenty-four years 
and got back in only by adopting almost the creed and the ritual of 
the Republican party. One of the factors causing the defeat of Bryan, 
the Democratic candidate in 1896, was that Democratic President 
Cleveland had broken the Pullman Strike in 1894 and Republican can- 
didate McKinley appeared to be as concerned as Bryan with working- 
class interests. And like the pre-Civil War Whigs, the post-FDR 
Republican party succeeded in winning decisively in 1952 only with 
a military hero for candidate. This Eisenhowered Republican party 
won elections in which Democratic voters indulged a temporary 
amour without contemplating partisan divorcement. 

These tliree watersheds reflected a profound shift in individual 
partisan loyalties. To oversimplify, in 1800 there was reflected a 
sense that the new national government was becoming the captive of 
mercantile, manufacturing, and financial interests. In 1860 was re- 
flected the intransigent hostility between farmers who tilled their own 
soil and plantationers who had slaves to do it. The free farmers had 
originally been a major segment of the Democratic party. As Free 
Soilers, they pulled out to vote for Martin Van Buren in 1848 while 
the Democratic party came increasingly under slavocratic Southern 
domination. In 1932 was reflected the growing discontent with busi- 
ness control of government. In each case the victorious party took 
advantage of widespread, deeply festering popular protest which the 
established party persisted in ignoring. In tliis sense the new parties 
effectively impowered large segments of the population that previously 
had been unenfranchised or, if franchised, ignored. In intimate terms, 
this meant to the neglected citizen the establisliment of intense devo- 
tion to a party wliich indicated it wanted specifically to help him and 
proceeded to do so. 

Tliis intense devotion at different times, in the case of both Demo- 
cratic and Republican parties, lost its raison d etre. But it has been 
handed down from father to son to grandson, as in tlie case of the 
little Austrian girl whose nursery rhyme bade her pray because the 
Swede Oxenstieme was coming (close to three hundred years after 
his deatli), and the case of poor farmers who persisted in their 
Jeffersonian-Jacksonian party loyalties. They did so despite the 
Democratic party’s plantationer domination long before 1854, when 
the Republican party in the Midwest was created and at last at- 
tracted farmers who lacked slaves. Midwestern farmers persisted in 
tlieir Republican loyalty down to the 1890s when they began to desert 
first to Populism and then to Bryan. They came back to the fold when 
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economic circumstances improved and the Republican party seemed to 
be the lengthened shadow of Theodore Roosevelt. If it acts like the 
Democratic party of the 1850s and 60s and the Republican party of 
the 1880s, 90s, and 1920s, the post-FDR Democratic party will hkely 
lose its broad and deep popular support and once again promote itself 
into minority status. If the party loses the basis for its popular sup- 
port in a mechanical pursuit of tenure, the shades of Ostrogorskii and 
Michels will nod “we told you so” and those who insist tliat history 
need not repeat itself but keeps doing so will assume their wonted air 
of rectitude. 

Having gained power for itself and its adherents among the popu- 
lace, each new major party proceeds to rectify the injustices done to 
its righteous adherents. Then each party and its adherents believe 
justice is now final and complete and proceed vigorously to oppose 
the interest of other emergent groups. The yeomen farmers of Jeffer- 
son's time were satisfied after displacing seaboard men of mercantile 
and financial prominence. Following the Civil War, free farmers and 
businessmen became satisfied after displacing the Southern aristocracy 
from national political power. After the New Deal, labor became gen- 
erally satisfied and like its predecessors in distributive injustice was 
now becoming increasingly a conservative force in American politics. 
In another generation the same may very well happen to Negroes, 
who in the 1960s are the major indigenous protest group in the entire 
nation. At least in New York City, Negroes liave shown no great 
enthusiasm for granting equality to Puerto Ricans. 


Parties, the churches of politics 

Some interesting questions revolve around the reasons for party loy- 
alty. Are parties altogether a matter of socio-economic interest and 
of cultural “heredity”? Why, in open and closed societies ahke— in 
democracies and dictatorships— have parlies been an indispensable 
or at least ubiquitous political institution? In some nations they have 
served to protect people individually and even more so collectively 
from unjust or arbitrary government action. In others they have fa- 
cilitated control of individuals by the government. But in the hven- 
tieth century tliey are as universal political instruments as broadcast- 
ing transmitters and receivers. In a book about individuals, not in- 
stitutions, this question cannot be properly answered. 

But parties clearly have other functions than to control governments 
or to control citizens. For example, they provide a locus for beliefs 
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and loyalties that are not equivalent to national loyalties or reUgious 
ties. Parties therefore may serve as a vehide of public opinion that 
is distinct from some hypothetical government-sponsored supraparti- 
san national interest and may perhaps in time express a supranational 
partisan interest. 

Other institutions have international ties— notably the Catholic 
church, but also various Protestant churches and increasing numbers 
of business corporations and trade unions. It is not inconceivable that 
international ties to political parties may, in decades to come, be estab- 
lished. These can provide a means whereby dtizens can have political 
loyalties that are not considered subversive, in an age when national- 
ism grows while the world shrinks. A most likely place for this to 
emerge first is in Europe, by way of the Corrunon Market. Intra- 
national parties in various member-states are in some instances so 
much alike as to suggest spontaneously the establishment of inter- 
national political ties of partisanship. Communist and other con- 
spiratorial parties work together internationally. There is no inherent 
reason why Socialist and Christian Democratic parties may not also 
do so, without subverting anything except antique nationalism or sub- 
stituting anything but Hammarskjold for Oxenstieme. In their under- 
standing of how affectionate and hostile ties to percepts can be dur- 
ably established in childhood, dictatorships show that they sense the 
relationships between the nursemaid in Austria and the warmaking 
and peacemaking Swedes. And speaking of war and peace, we can 
now take up some aspects of religion and churches. We can discuss 
the origin of tliose beliefs and institutions in whose name proximal 
and distal groups kill and embrace one another and with whose help 
they try to bear the unbearable guilt of having done it to the least 
of these, their and our brethren. 



CHAPTER 7 


Religion in politics 


Varieties of belief systems 

We need not posit religion as a fundamental human need to recog- 
nize its virtually universal existence. The basic needs that seem to 
manifest themselves in religion include the desire to belong, to be in 
society; by belonging to get a sense of recognition, as an object having 
intrinsic value; and to be able to move from day to day and decade to 
decade witli some sense of purpose-that one's life is not animal-like 
in its routine producing and consuming but offers some hope tliat these 
prior needs, when partially fulBlled, will lead in some direction, to 
some personal, individual, and unique development. These needs 
relate to religion but they also relate to other, nonreligious activity. 

Other needs are more uniquely relevant to religion and religious 
institutions (but relate also to other phenomena). These needs are 
again deep-seated tendencies: the desire to know and the desire to be 
secure in the satisfaction of a wide range of needs, from the physical 
to the developmental. The world, as it appears from infancy on, is 
beset with uncertainties that are related to need satisfaction and to the 
desire to know. People can ill manage, it seems, to get along witliout 
a belief system that presents a complete or at least adequate map of 
both the microcosm of the individual's life and the macrocosmic uni- 
verse. Using a small tag to describe this vast problem, we may call 
It the intolerance of ambiguity. Using a larger tag, we may call it 
the need for security. 

The need for security appears to be a second-order need, derivative 
from the perpetual failure of the organism to rest in a satished condi- 
tion. In its manifestation as the desire to produce maps coextensive 
with the cosmos, the deep centrality of tliis need is far easier to at- 
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tribute to others than to oneself. Thus a good Christian can describe 
his belief system as not a belief system but the Truth. A good Marx- 
ist can similarly describe his belief system, reaching dogmatic altitudes 
of imawareness and hyperconformism in the Stalinist era that probably 
have not been scaled since the Reformation and the Counter-Reforma- 
tion of the sixteenth century. The tenacity with which such devout 
believers hold their views indicates how difficult they would find it to 
live without their Truth. Dostoevski moved in his own mental de- 
velopment from anti-religion to a parochial Russian Cliristian mysti- 
cism, which strangely does not limit the universality of his writing. 
Koestler, another writer of universal appeal, describes the anguished 
movement of Rubashov, in Darkness at Noon, from denial to accept- 
ance of the Party and Marxist dogma as the Party interprets it-because 
otherwise Rubashov’s life would be witliout purpose, and now it is too 
late for him to adapt to or adopt another belief system. Perhaps 
Stalin’s deep need to be sure he was right accounts for much of his 
intimate savagery toward dissenters. 

Even tliose who have an awareness of this need for a fundamental, 
holistic cosmic map are not always free from tlie same need tliem- 
selves. Thus some scientists have either a conventional belief system 
(a religion) or are so certain they have no need for a belief system 
other than Science, which is not a belief but Truth, that tliey show 
symptoms of tension (either anxiety or fear) when the question is 
raised as to the wholeness of their science, at least as a method. 

The truth or falseness of any of tlicse belief systems is not here in 
question. The fact remains that there is so much imcertainty-so little 
verified fact and tested theory— that all people in one way or another 
have and continuously employ a belief system, at least methodolog- 
ically to fill out the vacant parts of the map. And if they are altogether 
sure (or altogether unsiue) that they have a freehold in perpetuity on 
Tnith, they are apt to insist tliat others agree with them— and eitlier 
burn dissenters at the stake, shoot deviationists secretly in prison, or 
impugn the intellectual integrity of colleagues, teachers, or students 
with whose substantive or procedural beliefs they disagree. This is 
not an argument for a vacuous uncertain^' or an assertion that every- 
one’s dogmas are as good as anyone’s. It is an argument for the reali- 
zation that all people have a belief system and, since all have it, for 
including in it the possibility tliat one’s belief system may contain at 
least a few minor defects. That is, it is an argument for a recogni- 
tion of the reality of imcertainty and of tlie universal reaction to it. 
Only for puiposes of keeping tlie discussion within systematic bounds 



Religion in politics 215 

is the substance of this chapter confined to what are more convention- 
ally known as religions. 

We need not reunite church and state, even conceptually, to recog- 
nize that churches and their adherents have had enormous influence 
on government, and government on churches. In the Western world 
these two social groups have been interacting for over two thousand 
years. Their interaction would not have political significance if re- 
ligion were not such a strong force that most people have adhered to 
its tangible aspects, churches— sometimes to the point of accepting 
death— when governments have tried to control the churches. And 
some people, as in Europe in the sixteenth century, have even pre- 
ferred death to submission when churches have tried to control gov- 
ernment or at least assume the functions of government. There have 
been martyrs not only in behalf of churches but against churches. 
And there have been established churches, like Communism, that be- 
came established in the name of anti-clericalism, anti-religion. 

Since, in this book, we are primarily concerned with individuals 
rather than institutions, it is here appropriate to consider churches 
not as institutions, but ratlier as objects of distal identification of 
individuals, whose religious loyalties have had influence on politics. 
Unfortunately churches have been studied far more as institutions 
than as objects of individual loyalties. This makes it impossible here 
to do more than speculate on the relevant group identifications in past 
centuries and add what few data are available on the current relation 
between the individual, his religious beliefs and religious institutional 
loyalties, and government. 


Persecution) rule, joint rule, separate rule 

From its unpromising beginnings in the first few decades after its 
founder was put to death, Christianity developed almost explosively. 
From a neo-Judaic sect with some popular support among the poor, 
it reached the point where it was tolerated, and then within tluee 
centuries of Christ's death became de facto the established, officially 
blessed, and officially encouraged religion of the Roman empire. No 
longer despised and rejected of men, the church became so “rich and 
mighty,” in Burckhardt’s phrase, that its history for the next twelve 
hundred years was one in which an uneasy balance prevailed behveen 
temporal and spiritual power. Government which had recognized or 
been compelled to recognize this extra-legal, at first scarcely respect- 
able, incorporation of believers in Christ, found it had permitted the 
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survival of a healthy body clerical that for over a thousand years some- 
times threatened to devour the body politic. If government is that 
group which, by its ultimate control over the means of coercion, is the 
final maintainer of order, regulator of actions, and adjudicator of 
disputes, then during this period the church often became the gov- 
ernor of government and in some areas, government itself. 

Neither sacerdotium nor imperium ever quite succeeded in devour- 
ing or enslaving the other, but there were some tense periods in which 
rulers temporal and spiritual may have regretted ever having estab- 
lished what apparently was a mutual dependence. Around the year 
303 government seemed determined to destroy Christianity in a sav- 
age pogrom against Cliristians. In 313 by the Edict of Milan the 
Christian church gained official toleration during tlie reign of Con- 
stantine. Ten years later the government began to seek control of the 
church. In 324 Constantine put down an anti-Christian revolt led by 
his former fellow-ruler Licinius. One year later he called the major 
disputants of church dogma to a Council at Nicaea. In doing tliis 
he was not only lending official prestige to the Christian church, he 
was also acting as the chief magistrate in the settling of a serious 
policy dispute, which had grave consequences for the maintenance 
intact of the imperium and of himself as imperator. In twelve years 
government had moved from explicit tolerance to implicit control of 
the Christian church.' 

In a doctrinal controversy two hundred years later the Emperor 
Justinian had the Pope physically seized. The emperor then (548) 
forced him to apx^rove the imperial order establishing Justinian as the 
arbiter of a “purely” sacerdotal dispute. Sacerdotium had lost the 
battle but not the chronic war. Despite the setbacks, the pressure of 
the church to control increased, reacliing the point in 1075 where a 
vigorous reformist Pope, the son of a peasant, Gregory VII, issued a 
forthright dictate that his decisions were absolute, not subject to 
criticism by anyone on earth, and that tlie Pope could take crowns 

1 Compare ihe intimate, somewhat gossipy and cynical account in Jacob Burck- 
hardt, The Age of Constantine the Great, Garden City, Doubleday (Anchor Books 
Edition), 1956, chs. 8 and 9, 23S-324 with the more mature account of Charles 
N. Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture, New York, Oxford University 
Press (Galaxy Books Edition), 1957. Burckhardt’s work was first published in 
1852; Cochrane’s in 1940. A history of institutional developments, with regret- 
tably little attention to beha\ior of people, is contained in the Encyclopedia of the 
Social Sciences, New York, The Macmillan Co., 1934, vol. 13; 246-272, Religious 
Institutions, Christian. 
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from emperors and absolve subjects from allegiance to them. The 
Pope then proceeded to apply reforms to the clergy in Germany. Some 
high clerics had been selling divine forgiveness and living with women, 
in defiance of orders from Rome and without bothering to disavow 
poverty, chastity, and obedience. King Henry IV of Germany also 
became the involuntary object of papal reform, to wliicli he responded 
by calling a council of bishops in 1076. The bishops, some of whom 
had by now been excommunicated, resolved that Gregory was no 
longer Pope. 

Henry wrote Gregory saying that he was “at present not Pope but 
false monk” and bade him depart the Papacy with tlie words “Descend, 
descend, and be damned through the ages.” Gregory replied in the 
name of Saint Peter, excommunicating both the German archbishop 
and King Henry and forbidding all Christian subjects to obey Henry. 
Several potent German princes, fearful that their King would act like 
a Roman emperor, sided with the Pope. In February 1077, they in- 
vited Gregory to come to Germany to decide whether Henry or some- 
one else should rule temporally. But Henry decided that pride indeed 
might precede a fall and a haughty spirit, destruction. In the dead of 
winter he traveled over the Alps, and as a humble, ill-clotlied penitent 
he knelt before the Pope and asked absolution from the man he had 
called “false monk.” Gregory could do notliing but grant it and de- 
cline the princes' invitation to visit Germany. The dispute continued, 
with Henry once again deposed and excommunicated by Gregory in 
1080— and Gregory deposed and virtually exiled when Henry entered 
Rome in 1084 and declared his stooge, Guilbert, to be Pope. Whether 
this conclusion meant that the meek had received or lost inheritance 
of the earth is hard to determine. 

The conflict between these earthly antagonists, each of whom saw 
himself as the protagonist of God and good government, persisted 
until the sixteenth century— each trying to control tlie affairs of tlie 
other, each citing the divine origins of his earthly claim to rule. It 
took the Renaissance and the Protestant Reformation to mark a major 
turning point in the conflict, after which the power of the church 
vis-^i-vis the state steadily declined. This "turning point” is a short 
phrase for a long and bitter struggle. But the major contention no 
longer was between church and slate: the dispute was over the ques- 
tion of whether a given country was to have Protestantism or Catholi- 
cism as its officially, govemmentally sanctioned religion. 

Unmodish as it is to consider, in the secular twentieth century, 
the relation of religion to politics, it is almost impossible to overesti- 



218 Human nature in politics 

mate the role of religion and churches in Western European politics. 
One consequence of the chronic, often raw struggle between sacerdo- 
tium and imperium for a dozen centuries is diat there has never been 
deeply entrenched, in Western conventions about political power, the 
belief that either the members of the clergy or the members of the 
government have complete hegemony. This is in contrast to relation- 
ships between sacerdotium and imperium in that branch of Christian- 
ity that remained under Byzantine control in Eastern Europe. The 
Orthodox clergy never seriously contested the authority— even the 
spiritual authority— of the long line of Russian rulers. The path for 
absolutism was never in Imperial Russia blocked by clerical resistance. 
The church-state conflict in Western Europe produced a tacit concen- 
sus of mutual tolerance. Both kings and clerics and later Protestants 
and Catholics exhausted themselves in savage conflict. Had there been 
decisive victories, the only victor would have been arbitrary power. 
In Eastern Europe there was no group that could or at least would 
oppose governmental omnipotence, and there was thus never a tradi- 
tion opposing absolutism. Traditions of law and constitutionalism, 
which began long before Christianity in Babylonian, Judean, Greek, 
and Roman culture, were reinforced by the church-state struggle in 
Western Europe. These traditions virtually expired a-boming in 
Eastern Europe, even before Russia became known by that name. 

The appeals of Christianity 

Judging from the directly expressed “reasons,” these church-state 
and church-church-state struggles seem futile, because the results de- 
nied conclusive victory to each antagonist. Why then did they occur? 
If Catholics and Protestants and free thinkers can live peaceably in 
modem states now and if the establishment of government as final but 
constitutionally restrained arbitrator has not destroyed the autonomy 
of churches in, for example, England and North America, why such a 
fuss, from 325 to 1517 (or 1648)? ^ 

Why did Christians oppose pagans in a Roman culture that was 
quite civilized and at last succeeded in gaining the support (and 
shortly before liis death, the conversion to Christianity) of Constan- 
tine the Great? Wliy did Popes oppose emperors and emperors Popes? 
Why did Protestants oppose Catholics in a series of wars so intense 

2 The dates refer to the Council of Nicaea, Luther’s posting of his Ninety-Five 
Theses, and the Treaties of Westphalia. 
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as to seem to bathe Europe in blood? Were people bored? Quixotic? 
Were they unleashing from rational control their Freudian death in- 
stinct in an orgy of killing and destroying? Were they separately 
and collectively so pure of heart that all they saw was a fundamental 
struggle between good and God on their side and evil and the Devil 
on the other? How did distal groups come into being that allied 
Constantine with a growing body of Christians; pitted the inhabitants 
of Rome against Tuscan Gregory VII after the Norman armies sacked 
the city in 1084 in revenge against the German Hemy IV; aligned 
German noblemen with Luther against Rome and Anabaptists against 
Luther; and caused Henry IV of France, a Protestant by upbringing 
and conviction, to become a Catholic in 1593, four years after he 
gained the throne but not the power of king? 

We could say that these events were the consequence of counter- 
vailing group identifications or of the need for rulers to recognize that 
new groups were becoming powerful and that their support was 
needed in order to acquire or maintain political power. Emperors 
opposed or supported churchmen because the latter represented sub- 
stantial bodies of citizens; churches supported rulers because substan- 
tial numbers of communicants supported particular rulers. In a sense 
this is the substance of the kind of social analysis tliat explains broad 
phenomena ultimately in terms of conflict bet\veen classes. But let 
us consider— on a necessarily hypothetical level— how these groups that 
have conventionally been described as religious came into being. 

At first it was poor people who paid attention to Christians preach- 
ing the universal brotherhood of all men. Poor people did not have 
to stretch their imagination to the edge of the universe to appreciate 
teaching that said poor men were as good as rich and that those of 
low status would truly have an easier time entering heaven than those 
of high position. They did not really have to believe in the brother- 
hood of all mankind to feel (consciously or unconsciously) that the 
new cult gave them identity, dignity, and worth that they had never 
had before-that they were indeed as good as anyone else. This reac- 
tion to Christianity was ultimately an individual, private one.® The 

* It is most difBcult to describe to literate, psychically quite secure, middle-class 
people who might read this book, what it must have been like for a lower-class 
person, despised and rejected of men, to get the Christian message; and these 
people would never read such a cold, abstract book as this one. The sensation 
must have been somewhat like that of some nineteenth-century Intellectuals 
wenated from the bourgeois culture in which they lived, reading Mant for the 
hrst time and becoming dedicated Marxists-or of a person wanting to be loved 



220 Human nature in politics 

proximal-group identification came later, when people similarly per- 
suaded by the new belief got together to strengthen their dignity with 
the psychically and physically potent force of association. The distal 
group identification came when these people developed religious in- 
stitutions such that, as individuals, they shared loyalty to a common 
set of beliefs whose instrument the church was and then developed a 
loyalty to the church as such. A paradox developed. The brother- 
hood of all mankind came to constitute less than all mankind. In ex- 
cluding some people, there developed a sense of in-group against out- 
group-believers against infidels. Tliis paradox has apparently escaped 
many if not most Christians. The universalist religion became a tribal 
belief, in even its broadest terms virtually limited to the white race and 
virtually excluding people of darker skins. 

The relation between proximal and distal group identification can- 
not be overemphasized. The original disciples were personal, closely 
proximal associates with Christ. The expanding membership grew 
from personal context, minimally in gatherings at which the disciples 
or the apostles (notably Paul) established that intimate contact which 
exists between speaker and listeners. The personal religious contact 
has continued without intennission ever since. The most important 
link has been between parents and children, but is bolstered by the 
periodic reinforcement of contact between a priest or minister and 
his mentors and between parishioners and their priest or minister. 
A group identification which may properly be called distal is con- 
stantly reinforced by proximal contact. 

But the formation of particular religious societies and the political 
consequences of those distal groups cannot be explained solely in 
group terms. It is true that sometlring like Gordon Allports functional 
autonomy seems to develop: people declare themselves to be Chris- 
tians or members of some Christian church for the sake of being mem- 
bers of a broad group. ^ But there is no reason per se why Christian 
churches should de\'elop and endure rather tlian any other comparable 
group, unless Christianity has significance additional to that of any 
other distal groups, in their socializing function as such. 

and then finding that indeed some beautiful girl (or handsome man) did love 
him (or her). The girl or the man was beautiful (or handsome) because he 
loved liim (or her). It must Iiave been like tlie feelings that drew some Russians 
and Chinese, like Lenin and Mao, rejected by the old society, into the Communist 
movement before the respective revolutions. 

* See G. W. Allport, Personality: A Psychological Interpretation, New York, Henry 
Holt & Co., 1937, ch. 7, The Transformation of Motives. 
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The Christian belief in the equal dignity of each person probably 
has been the central though not solitary reason for its great growth 
over nearly two thousand years, and for its great bimillennial political 
influence. During the reign of Constantine a series of reforms rather 
considerably ameliorated some of the harsher aspects of Roman law, 
and these reforms were a consequence of demands of Christians.® 
Women, children, and slaves were the prime beneficiaries of the re- 
forms, which did not eliminate but did reduce their inferior legal 
position. Divorce at the whim of the husband was prohibited and 
could be obtained only for specific reasons. Slaves could not be so 
sold as to separate a man and his wife. Children bom out of wedlock 
became legitimate when their parents subsequently married.® Such 
legal refoims as these by no means established even at law a classless, 
casteless society. They nevertlieless were so significant as to give real 
meaning to the power of Christianity and the Christian church, and 
to people who benefited from its political influence. The Roman 
church maintained its political power and its emotional hold over 
people during the Middle Ages, for reasons in addition to the inertia 
of being the established religious institution. It did not depend on 
the functional autonomy of the drive of church membership but ac- 
tively promoted humane social relationships. 


Rebirth and reform 

The tremendous social and political explosions tliat caused the 
Renaissance and Reformation are far too complicated to be reduced to 
monistic psychological explanations. It can surely be said that the 
Catliolic church had become so complacent and corrupt as to have 
critically lost the equalitarian appeal which so centrally contributed to 
its popular support for twelve hundred years. In a long step from 
the simple church organization in the time of Paul the Apostle, the 
church hierarchy had become intricate and liiglily stratified. Top- 
ranking churchmen tended to come from high social status. Forgive- 
ness of sin could be bought for a price— which automatically discrimi- 
nated against the poor just as did tlie later ability to buy oneself draft 
exemption during the American Civil War. In an era when book 
printing was developing with explosive rapidity, the church continued 

“ Cochrane, op. cit., 197-198. 

*Ibld. See 198-201 for a description of the extent and limits of reform under 
Constantine. 
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its resistance to printing Holy Scriptures in popular tongues. Literate 
nonchurchmen were denied direct access to writings they believed to 
be divinely inspired. Clerics often lived in an ungodly manner that 
violated at least the vows of poverty and chastity. Strong forces were 
pent up and finally burst out of the institutional chambers of a church 
that had wandered far from its original precepts and whose hierarchs 
from Pope to priest often enough gave vivid proximal reminders of 
this vagrancy. 

During the Reformation there were profound reorientations of distal 
group loyalties. The long century of violence and persecution by the 
protagonists of both Protestantism and Catholicism attests the inten- 
sity of the reorientation and indicates the limits of analysis in terms 
of group identifications. If group loyalties for the sake of belonging 
were the sole operative force, there should not have been any abandon- 
ment of the Catholic church, which to a remarkable degree was co- 
extensive with society and civilization in itself. It was the failure of 
the church to meet and adapt to old and new expectations of people 
individually and collectively— rather than a breakdown in church as- 
sociations as such— which was the major force breaking the monopoly 
of tlie church. Church identifications arose that were sometimes 
radically new in style and were to remain strong and meaningful for 
at least four hundred years in the Western world. 

Industrial revolution and reorientation 

The Catliolic church failed to maintain its uneasy equal power posi- 
tion vis-^-vis government and its religious monopoly over Christians. 
But after the Industrial Revolution the church with renewed vitality 
sought and to a large degree received the loyalty of much of the 
working classes. It succeeded notably in societies where the Protes- 
tant churches had become heavily dominated by and subservient to 
middle-class values and persons. In America tills occurred in part 
because of tlie momentum of continued church membership among 
major segments of the working class. Starting with the Irish immigra- 
tion in the middle of the nineteenth century and followed by the 
Central, Southern, and Eastern European immigrations up to the First 
World War, Catholicism endured among immigrants as one of the 
few continuing distal social ties with the Old World. 

But, more than tliis momentum, there was a deliberate effort on 
the part of the Catholic church, starting no later than the 1891 Papal 
encyclical Rerum Novarum, to revitalize its ancient creed. It was 
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adapted to the class structure of industrialized society. In industrial- 
ized societies the church now became the champion of the down- 
trodden. 

The Catholic church has failed to do this in Latin America, indeed 
to a degree in Latin Europe, from France to Portugal, Spain, and Italy. 
This failure has been a significant factor contributing to the alienation 
of poor people in these regions from the church of their ancestors 
and to their readiness to accept right- or left-wing radicalism, for ex- 
ample, in the form of Peronism or Communism. The inertia, the func- 
tional autonomy, of age-old distal loyalties has wealcened. New social 
identifications have emerged, significantly related to tlie satisfaction 
of needs other than the social needs as such. 

Society in the fourth century was comparatively undifferentiated. 
During its early centuries, the “universar* church, no longer a subver- 
sive but now an oflBcial organization, had available limited means of 
spreading its beliefs, in a society that had a comparatively simple 
economic structure consisting of quite small, isolated, and self-con- 
tained parochial units. In these circumstances the church was tlie 
major, perhaps the sole, social instrument for expressing tlie desire for 
subjective equality among socially depressed people. The hold of 
the Catholic church on poor people has probably continued with few 
interruptions, down to and beyond the Industrial Revolution. Reli- 
gious reform in Germany in opposition to the Catholic church in the 
sixteenth century was led by Protestant churchmen, backed by landed 
noblemen. This reform either ignored or savagely suppressed peas- 
ants. The same was true in sixteenth-century France, when political 
opposition to the monarchy was led by Huguenots, likewise largely 
recruited from the landed aristocracy and the mercantile bourgeoisie. 
The massacres of Saint Bartholomew's Day in 1572, at least in Paris, 
set the faithful canaille against the apostate, Protestant nobles. 

The advent of industrialization has produced more pronounced and 
objective differences in economic function. Modem communication 
has made it possible for people of like interests to form new associa- 
tions that no longer depend on churches to gain eitlier sanctity or 
popularity. The consequence for Christianity in its institutionaiized 
form has been a widespread dispersion of political protest tlirough 
new social institutions quite outside and even in opposition to churches. 
The chartists in England in the 1840s, trade unionists and anti-slaver>' 
abolitionists in the United States in the 1830s to 1860s, utopian social- 
ists in late nineteenth-century England and France, and trade union- 
ists in France, Germany, and Italy in the early twentieth century-all 
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these are instances in which reform has been undertaken largely out- 
side the framework of church organization. If many individual Eng- 
lish Methodists supported Chartism, clergymen of the Church of Eng- 
land opposed it. There was evidently no bold, specific stand by the 
established English church on the side of the downtrodden. If indi- 
vidual clergymen after the Industrial Revolution did support the less 
equal, the large church organizations were indifferent or hostile, until 
almost the end of the nineteenth century.'^ 

This raises the question of the continuing influence of religious dis- 
tal group identifications on politics. Do they retain any vitality, or 
have they become so weak, so lost in a considerable range of other 
identifications that individuals no longer tliink of their church when 
political issues are raised? Have churches lost the social appeal that 
made them such a potent political force for “good” and “evil,” ® from 
the age of Constantine do\Mi to the often courageous anti-slavery ef- 
forts of some clcrg>'men in the United States before the Cudl War? 

Opposing the actions of abolitionists were not only the Christian 
churches in the South of the United States but also dignified church 
members in the nonslave states. Protagonists and antagonists of 
slavery found in the same Holy Scriptures a justification for their 
views. This contest and the Civil War that climaxed it are reminis- 
cent of the wars of the Reformation in Europe. Both sides appealed 
to a Christianity that traces back, often arrogantly, to tlie teachings of 
Christ. But there is no public issue on which Protestant churches in 
America have taken such a vigorous stand since 1860. There has been 
a marked demonstration of the theses of Weber and Tawney on the 

7 On the chasm between Christian principles and Christian churches in early 
nitietecnlh-century England, see Mark Hovcll, The Chartist Movement (T. F. 
Tout, cd.), Manchester, Manchester University' Press, 2d ed.. 1925, 82—90, 200, 
308; and Elic IIale\'y, A History of the Etif^lish People: 1830-18-il (E. I. Watkin 
transh), New York, Harcourt, Brace & Co., n. d., vol. 3, 138-158. The Church 
of England .showed even less interest than did Methodists. And Halevy says: 
“Possibly the majority' of the Wesleyans were Tories. Had not their leading 
representative, tlie Rev. Jahez Bunting, declared that ‘Methodism was as much 
opposed to democracy as to sin.’ And Conference [the Methodist church organiza- 
tion! had expressly forbidden Wesleyans to become members of the trade 
unions. . . .” Ibid., 156-157. 

8 I have in mind as “good” actions by churches, the Protestant Reformation which 
not only gave new life to the ancient Christian faitli but also revitalized and 
purged the Catholic church itself; and as “evil" actions the Catholic Inquisition 
and the Protestant brutality to dissenters in Germany, Geneva, England, and New 
England, notably in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 
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connection between capitalism and Protestantism. American Protes- 
tant churches in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 
adopted a middle-class outlook toward social class relationships. Tliis 
Protestant outlook reflected an uneasy, very mildly critical dependence 
on the material support of middle-class entrepreneurs, managers, and 
members of the professions.® 

The secularization of reform 

Protagonists of the downtrodden, of tlie less equalized people in a 
society dedicated to equality, were no longer Protestants but often 
protestants against Protestantism. The vigorous critics now appeared 
in academic life, including Charles Beard, Thorstein Veblen, Robert 
S. and Helen M. Lynd, and Adolph A. Berle, Jr., the last himself a 
son of a minister. Otlier critics were extracurricular, like Norman 
Thomas, another minister’s son; or trade unionists like Samuel Gomp- 
ers, Eugene Debs, John L. Lewis, and Walter Reuther; or Nvriters like 
Sinclair Lewis and John dos Passos; or the vigorous Marxists, Stalin- 
ists, Trotskyites as a small minority of the intelligentsia. 

The Protestant churches, although not altogether silent, were not 
the prominent spokesmen of the downtrodden that these other cate- 
gories were. The Catholic church, even less silent than the Protestants, 
quietly served the interests of the large working-class segments of its 
communicants and formed the Association of Catholic Trade Unionists. 
But again the Catholic church did not serve as a prominent protago- 
nist of poor people, and in Latin Europe and Latin America it showed 
the same querulous myopia that it did in eighteenth-century France. 
The main effective social identification of poor people has been with 
trade unions. Their identification with highly oratorical, stream-of- 
exalted-religious-expericnce sects and revivalist preachers has served 
as an escape rather than as a means of solving the problems of in- 
equality. 

In two recent crises American Protestant churches have shown a 
measure of the same vitality that caused so many of them to take a 
vigorous stand against slavery a century before. One of these had 

•For a discussion of church acUvilies in tlie late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries on social issues in America see Carl N. Degler, Out of Our Pcjt; the 
Forces that Shaped Modern America, New York, Harper & Bros., 1959, 338-351. 
For a classic report on church-connected social reforms in the case of alcoholism, 
see Peter H Odegard, Pressure Politics: the Story of the Anti-Saloon League, 
New York, Columbia University Press, 1926. 
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quite limited popular appeal and an elitist orientation that was almost 
inherently unavoidable. The other had an appeal to more usual 
equalitarian beliefs and could not appropriately be described as 
elitist-oriented. 

In the angry public pursuit of noncomformists, known as McCarthy- 
ism, in tlie 1946-1954 period, many individual clergymen and some 
church organizations clearly and emphatically opposed the anti-con- 
stitutional techniques used in the pursuit. With few exceptions, estab- 
lished organizations ranging from the United States Senate to trade 
unions, newspapers, service organizations, and businesses often ex- 
pressed a cocky confidence which said McCarthy could be managed 
and was reminiscent of the way comparable German organizations 
responded to Hitlerism before 1933. Or these American organizations 
joined and encouraged the popular sickness. The people primarily 
affected by McCarthyism— intellectuals, scientists, and administrative 
employees of government— were not the obvious concern of any of these 
groups. Neither were they the concern of clergymen and churches. 
But many churclimen refused to assent by silence— as their antecedents 
had refused, a century before, in the slavery crisis. 

In die second crisis, the one of much more general social concern, 
many American clergymen and churches, including now the Catholic 
church, reactivated their historic position by showing a new and out- 
spoken concern about the degradation of Negroes. This reactivation 
of interest in a less-equal group gained force and focus in the 1930s 
(when Negroes accused of crimes were still getting a frontier type of 
summary justice) and continued into the 1960s, in the movement to 
further economic, educational, and social integration of Negroes. Un- 
like the McCarthyism issue, in which middle-class churches could be 
said to be advocating the interest of their own kind, in the Negro is- 
sue these same churches were showing a concern for relative strangers 
—for a social, economic, and ethnic group which was still predom- 
inantly low in its status. Nevertheless the major impetus for integra- 
tion has come from individual Protestant churclies whose member- 
ship is almost exclusively Negro.^® Whatever the color of the churches 
involved, their stand probably will strengthen Negro ties of loyalty 
to both Protestant and Catholic churches, just as their loyalty to the 

10 Martin Luther King, Jr., the vigorous Negro minister who probably more tlian 
any otlier person has led the integration movement, spoke at a rally in Los Angeles 
in June 1961. The estimate of the proportion of whites who attended was about 
10% of the total rally audience. Los Angeles Times, 19 June 1961. 
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Democratic party was established during the time of Franklin Roose- 
velt. 

Among others, religious influences 

Do these observations add up to the conclusion that the vital politi- 
cal influence of religion and religious institutions is now moribund or 
at least dormant in the world? So it would seem in the European 
and American continents, with the large exception of Negro integra- 
tion in the United States. In Latin Europe and Latin America, the 
Catholic church far more often has appeared to be on tlie side of 
urban entrepreneurs and rural landowners than on the side of poor 
peasants and workingmen. To the extent that any association other 
than government itself has captured the still fluid loyalty of tlie down- 
trodden in countries where tlie gap between rich and poor is very wide, 
it has apparently been the group that Cliristians call the anti-Christ, 
that is, the Communist party. The Christian church, Protestant and 
Catholic, thus has found itself willy-nilly in the ironic position of 
defending the rich nations, and in poor nations, defending the rich 
people against the importunities of the poor. In terms of doctrine, 
the position is ironic because the founder of Christianity asserted that 
it would be hard for rich men to enter heaven and that the humble 
would inherit the earth. These predictions, expressed in tlie angry 
sociological dialect of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Mao Tse-tung, pre- 
cisely make up the program of what Christians call the anti-Christ. 

As vehicles of widespread popular reform, Christian churches in the 
modem state have lost vitality but are not yet dead. In some of its 
pronouncements favoring the interests of poor people, notably since 
the anti-clerical bias of the Castro regime in Cuba became apparent, 
the Catholic church has indicated an awareness of the threat to its 
survival in Latin countries if its landowner and entrepreneurial ties 
are not broadened to include poorer segments of society. But even 
in the United States, where opinion research tecimiques are highly 
developed, it is difficult to determine just how influential churches re- 
main. It is difficult to separate from other forces operating within 
individuals those that come from affiliation and identification with a 
particular church. The research attempt at separation has been made, 
nonetheless, and with considerable success. 

Among the influences that have to be separated out before religious 
influence is revealed are these; objective class position, subjective class 
identification, ethnic or national class background, length of residence 
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in a particular community (town or city, region, nation), degree of 
concern with politics, and strengdi of religious affiliation. Put in dif- 
ferent words, this means that if a person is a Catholic in America, 
being such does make a political difference, but it is hard to tell how 
much difference— if he is also a workingman and considers himself a 
workingman, is a union member bom of immigrant parents, has lived 
for a long time in a city, is not much concerned with politics, and re- 
gards the Catholic church as one of the most important groups he be- 
longs to. Several studies on American voting behavior are here rele- 
vant.'^ 

For precautionary purposes I have stated these religious differences 
in negative form, saying tliat being influenced by one’s religion op- 
erates when other forces of group identification are not operating. 
This precaution is appropriate because these forces usually tend to 
operate as vectors pusliing people’s political behavior in the same di- 
rection as does their religion. Religion nonetheless is an independent 
factor in the same sense in which each person pusliing a car down 
the road is an independent vector quite separate from the other- 
person vectors. 

The closest relevant third-correlate between religious identifications 
and politics appears to be socio-economic status. Catholics are more 

On Catholicism vs. socio-economic status, see P. F. Lazarsfeld, B. R. Berelson, 
and H. Gaudct, T/ie People's Choice, New York, Columbia University Press, 2nd 
ed., 1948, 21-25, and B. R. Berelson, P. F. Lazarsfeld and W. N. MePhee, Voting, 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 1954, Chart 24, p. 65. On Catholicism os. 
class identification, Berelson el al., loc. cit. On Catholicism vs. union membership, 

A. Campbell, P. E. Converse, W. E. Miller and D. E. Stokes, The American Voter, 
New York, John Wiley & Sons, 1900, Table 12-1, p, 302 (which contrasts Catholics 
and non-Catholics; imion members and non-union members; thereby uneasily 
allowing a cross-comparison of the two factors in Table 12-2, p. 306). On 
Catholicism vs. ethnicity, A. Campbell, C. Curin, and W. E. Miller, The Voter 
Decides, Evanston, III., Row, Peterson & Co., 1954, 77 n. On Catholicism vs. 
length of urban residence, see B. R. Berelson et al., op. cit.. Chart 26, p. 68. 
The positive correlation bet^veen being Catholic, living long in a cit>' and voting 
Democratic is attributed by the authors to long association with fellow-Catholics 
witliin the city. Ibid., 67. The consistent finding that Catholics vote more 
heavily than Protestants [A. Campbell and H. C. Cooper, Group Differences in 
Attitude and Votes, Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Suney Research Center, 
1956, 23] is probably a consequence in part of the concentration of Catholics 
in the cities. On Catholicisjn rs. concern with politics, indicating that the more 
politically involved one is, the less like other Catholics he will be in voting, see 

B. Berelson et al., op. cit., 69. On close sttbiective identification icith Catholic 
church vs. loose identification, see ibid., 67 and Chart 26, p. 68. 



229 


Religion in politics 

apt to be workingmen tlian their proportion to the total population. 
There is strong suggestion that Catholics vote more as working-class 
individuals than as Catholics because class-status is a better predictor 
of vote than religious identification. This strong suggestion is fortified 
by an extensive study indicating that, in their preference for economic 
security, for greater political influence for working people, and in their 
1944 Presidential voting preference. Baptists were far closer to Catho- 
lics than they were to Congregationalists.^® Baptists, in their attitude 
toward the Papacy, central control of the church organization, and the 
direct moral responsibility of individuals to their God, are close neigh- 
bors of Congregationalists. Baptists have hardly been on speaking 
terms with Catholics since the days of Thomas Mtinzer in the sixteenth 
century— when the Protestant Reformation got into motion and out 
of the control of Martin Luther and his followers.'^ 

Such influences as class-status, ethnic background, etc., probably 
outweigh church affiliation in mid-twentieth century America (and 
similarly in other developed industrial societies) as group determinants 
of political action. But religious influences still operate, sometimes 
directly and clearly. In an analysis that lias the advantages and dis- 
advantages of depending on gross voting data, Fenton has studied 
the issues of birth control and right-to-work (anti-closcd shop) refer- 
enda in the United States. He has indicated that Catholics did vote 
heavily against birth control in Massachusetts, and (less surely) he 
has indicated that they voted against right-to-work in Ohio. In both 
cases, the Catholic church explicitly opposed these measures.” 

Self-evident as these relationships may appear, Fenton’s findings 
about Negroes in Louisiana are indeed newly persuasive of religious 
influence in politics. In Louisiana parishes that were predominantly 

** W. and B. Allinsmith, Religious Affiliation and Politico-Economic Attitude, 
Public Opinion Quarterly, 12; 377-389 ( 1948); see Table 3, p. 387. The paper is 
reprinted in D. Katz et al., Public Opinion and Propaganda, New York, Dr>'den 
Press, 1954, 151-158 and in Peter H Odegard, ed.. Religion and Politics, New 
Brunswick, Rutgers— Tho State University, The Eagleton Institute of Politics 
I960, 139-151. 

” Modem Baptists are not organizational descendants of lire German Anabaptists 
but share some of the same views (e.g. on baptisnj) and in largo proportion stem 
from the same depressed social classes. 

” John H. Fenton, The Catholic Vote, New Orleans, The Hauser Press, I960 
Table 2, p. 17, and Tables 4, p. 31; 5, p. 32; and 6, p. 35. The author also 
insiders popular vote for Congressional candidates who are Catholics and how 
Catholic Congressmen have voted on labor, civil rights, foreign aid. and aid-to- 
cducation measures. 
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French-Catholic, Negroes were registered for voting purposes much 
more frequently than in non-French-Catholic parishes. The relation- 
ship held up in his data even when the degree of urbanization and the 
balance of Negroes to whites in the total parish population were con- 
trolled.^® He attributes the difference to the official position of the 
Catholic church in opposition to segregation and to the position in 
favor of segregation taken by individual Protestant churches and their 
ministers in non-French-Catholic Louisiana.*® 

Usually an analysis of the relationship of religion to politics in 
America has emphasized the influence of Catholicism rather than of 
Protestantism. One reason for this is that the United States is pre- 
dominantly a Protestant or nonchurch-oriented country: the influence 
of widespread and diffuse Protestant identifications is harder to single 
out. With the exception of such instances as birth control and candi- 
dates who are CatlioUc, there are relatively few occasions on which 
religion is an issue. In such cases the minority by definition is egre- 
gious and pops into view as readily, so to speak, as an orange on top 
of a basket of apples. But it is also probably true that Catholics them- 
selves are, as one kind of minority, more self-conscious tlian the ma- 
jority witli whom they associate. This self-consciousness is a process 
that has its roots in the same phenomena that caused our chickens and 
dogs (see pp. 14fl-149) to isolate the newcomer and caused the new- 
comer to feel different. As such the different person who is not 
utterly lacking in self-esteem is likely to become defensive about his 
difference and to cling to it sometimes as the surest basis for self- 
confidence. This is not per se a religious but a social psychological 
question. 

This same consciousness of difference can operate on Protestants, 
not just when they find themselves in a Catholic church or household, 
but also when tlie cues of difference are much less pronounced. In 
such instances, where tliere is political relevance, Protestants are apt 
to react self-consciously in religious terms, but witliout the measure of 
intensity that comes from a sense tliat one is a member of a minority 
group. Just what goes on in the minds of Protestants in such cases is 
probably a milder version of what goes on in the minds of Catholics. 
Both sets of response patterns merit but have not received serious in- 
vestigation. We can suppose only that it is a response conditioned 
by opinions e.vpressed in tlie family by parents and passed down from 


Ibid., ch. 4, 39-57. 
le Ibid., 43-44. 
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generation to generation as a virtually immortal echo of the bitter 
battles of the sixteenth century, reinforced by carefully selected per- 
sonal experience. 

An example (already twice alluded to in this book) of the durability 
of such attitudes, in this case involving the prejudice against Swedes 
and Protestants in Austria, is tlie following rhyme that was recited to 
children in the late nineteenth century in Austria. 

Bet’, Kindlein, Bet’ Pray, little child, pray 

Morgen kommt der Schwed’ Tomorrow the Swede is coming 

Morgen kommt der Oxenstieme Tomorrow Oxenstieme is coming 

Der friszt die kleinen Kinder geme. Who likes to devour little children. 

Oxenstieme was a scourge of Central Europe in the early seventeentli 
century, close to 300 years before children in Austria were taught the 
rhyme. 

For better or worse, these opinions become deeply and thought- 
lessly held, like a variety of other predispositions one develops in 
childhood and adolescence. These predispositions are reinforced by 
the social segregation that has tended to keep Catholics and Protes- 
tants apart except in nonintimate contacts at work and in casual as- 
sociation in the market place. 

Whatever the dynamics, the self-consciousness shows up when 
Protestants are confronted with Catholicism as such in politics. It is 
hard to say whetlier or not the suspicion has declined since the time 
when President Andrew Jackson appointed his attorney general Roger 
B. Taney, who was a Catliolic, to the Supreme Court as John Marshall’s 
successor, or when the slogan “Rum, Romanism, and Rebellion” 
angered Catholics in the 1884 election. At any rate, Al Smith, the 
Democratic and Catholic ex-govemor of New York was defeated in 
his try for the Presidency in 1928, in an election where many non- 
Catholic issues were involved. In 1960 a Democrat and a Catliolic, 
who was then Senator from Massachusetts, was elected to the Presi- 
dency. It has been estimated that Kennedy’s majority was so very 
slim precisely because he lost about 1.5 million votes on account of 
his religion.” 

It remains to be seen what the future relationship of Catholicism 
and Protestantism to politics will be, in economically and socially 


” See Peter H Odegard, ed.. Religion and Politics, New Brunswick, Rutgers-The 

I and P. E. Converse et al., Stability and Change 

m I860; a Reinstating Election, American Political Science Review, 55 ; 269-280 
( 1961 )• 
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mature industrial societies. At present they do not seem to be domi- 
nant political forces. What the relationship will be between Christian 
and Moslem churches and politics in economically, socially, and poli- 
tically underdeveloped nations also remains to be seen, but the present 
indications are that at least the Christian churches have become 
identified in the eyes of the majority of the citizens with the estab- 
lished ruling classes. They therefore have lost the strong loyalties that 
poor people established with Christianity, ties that started almost two 
millennia ago and continued with renewed vitality from the Renais- 
sance and Reformation down to and beyond the French and Russian 
revolutions. 


Churches (and parties) in the modem world 

As tliey have been considered in this chapter, diurches (and parties) 
are particular instances of institutions. That is, what can be said of 
the generation, endurance, and decline of institutions in general can 
be said of churches (and parties). Yet as members of the genus in- 
stitution, these hvo fraternal members of the same species are not in 
all respects like each other or like all other institutions. And in terms 
of individual human needs they also are like and different from other 
institutions. 

Any explanation for their rise and fall must include a recognition 
of how well they serve human needs at a particular point in individual 
development and in the development of a people in a culture. There 
is a common American joke about sticking pins in shrunken heads 
that represent one’s enemies. This would be no joke if America were 
in the stage of advancement where people really believe the routine is 
effective. There was a belief that the Lord would smite down the man 
who violated the Sabbath by laboring. This belief would persist if 
there were not so many unsmitten Sunday workers around. There was 
a belief in America that Negroes always vote the Republican ticket, 
out of love for the Great Emancipator. Negroes have voted heavily 
Democratic since the New Deal began. 

As beliefs persist and then change, so do institutions change. 
Neither beliefs nor institutions ordinarily have functional autonomy 
for a very long time. The pessimism of Ostrogorskii, who saw political 
parties as perniciously incompatible with the popular vrill, presup- 
poses that parties can forever, or very long, persist of their own mass 
and momentum and independently of the needs of their adherents. 
The deeper pessimism of Michels, who studied European trade unions 



233 


Religion in politics 

and then wrote as though he had studied political parties, similarly 
fails to relate institutions to human needs.^® 

The persistence of religious (and political) institutions over cen- 
turies, like the Catholic church, indicates not their monolithic “nature,” 
but their adaptability. If this is so, there are grounds for neither 
optimism nor pessimism as to institutions, because they will in time 
die if they do not meet new stages of development, and they will 
survive if they do adapt. There will doubtless be forever the problem 
of sloughing oflF principles that are both no longer the mode and no 
longer functional. Churches have faced the problem and survived. 
And so have political parties. Witness the change in the Republican 
and Democratic parties over their long history and the symptoms of 
change in the Communist party. In the 1960s China mothers the 
orthodox, and the Soviet Union (mother country of the revolutionary 
movement) the heterodox, reformed party. 

We need not sanctify institutions to recognize that they do meet 
deep-seated human needs and that, like human beings, they can and 
do change. The problem of their adaptability differs from tliat of 
human adaptability precisely in that they have no worth, no value, 
aside from their service to people in their individual and social as- 
pects. It is only when people who, child-like, utterly depend on in- 
stitutions and raise them to sanctity— to the position where they are 
to be served without question— that roles are incongruously reversed, 
and man becomes servant of the servant rather than master of tlie 
servant. In that case, the institution had better prepare to fight for 
its “life,” because the fundamental needs of men are not eradicable 
but institutions are. At least the species still survives and— to take 
an example— the institution of royalty is dead or dying everywhere. 
And the Catholic church still lives, because it survived the profound 
trauma of the Reformation by adapting specifically and by learning 
how to adapt generally. 

Sco M. Y. Ostiogorskii, Democracy and the Organization of Political Parties 
(F. Clarke, transl.), New York, The Macmillan Co., 1902 and Roberto Michels, 
Political Parties (E. and C. Paul, transl.), New York, Hcarst's International Li- 
brary Co., 1915. 
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The politics of status 


The unequal distrihution of deference 

The discussion of social influences, whether proximal or distal, has 
hitherto avoided as much as possible the phenomena of class status. 
The reason for this is systematic, to avoid trying to discuss too many 
social influences at once. But it is self-evident that in everyday living 
the familial, ethnic, political-party, and religious influences already 
considered interact with status and that one can no more explain po- 
litical behavior in any society without considering status than he can 
explain it without considering these other social influences. 

Starting with Marx, modem social theorists have so hea^ily empha- 
sized tlie influence of class status and politics, that there is now some 
tendency to deflate an overemphasis on status to the point where it 
becomes underemphasized. There is indeed some justification for 
this reversal of the pendulum. Marxian and post-Marxian tliought has 
seen man as nothing other than the product of his socio-economic re- 
lationships, a viewpoint emphasized in the statement of Paul Lazars- 
feld that “social influences determine political preference.” By this 
he meant more than socio-economic status, but not much— income, 
occupation, education, and place and t>'pe of residence were the major 
determinants of how one voted, ^vitll one’s religion (Protestant or 
Catholic) producing a cross-pressure that weakened the influence of 
status.^ 

The argument of this book agrees that social characteristics do de- 

1 Paul F. Lazarsfeld et al.. The People's Choice, New York, Columbia University 
Press, 1948 ed., ch. 3, Social Differences between Republicans and Democrats, 
at 27. 
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tennine political preference but denies the holistic implication of the 
assertion and emphasizes that not all of these social characteristics 
can be considered under the rubric of status and that not all of the 
determinants of political action are social. It is true and as partial to 
say that nonsocial, individual, organic characteristics determine poli- 
tical action as it is to say that social characteristics are determinants. 
This chapter is only another in which one segment of the total process 
of causation is considered, and even this segmental consideration can- 
not properly avoid mention of nonstatus, nonsocial forces. But at 
least we can keep them well in the back of our minds and let them 
shout their potence only from a distance and near the chapter’s end. 

A word of warning about the order in which the various distal so- 
cial influences have been presented. Implicit or explicit assumptions 
that ethnic, partisan, religious, or status influences can be given the 
same rank-order in all times and places are not wortli the microcaloric 
energy necessary to excogitate them, until we have much more precise 
means of measurement and validation than are now available. In the 
sixteenth century in Western Europe religion made more political 
difference than it does in the twentieth century; in the nineteenth 
century status probably made more difference than it did in the six- 
teenth century and more difference than religion does in the twentieth 
century. In the twentietli century in the subcontinent of India, one 
could not so surely as in the Western world depreciate religion (wit- 
ness the Hindu-Muslim conflict) nor status as compared witli religion 
(witness the growing demands of the Untouchable caste). 

What then is status? By status I mean tliose social relationsliips 
which are a consequence of one’s occupation, education, and property 
in various kinds and amounts of income and wealth.* So defining 
status does not say anything about its origin. In India one may have 
a particular status for religious reasons and the accident of birth. In 
ancient Greece one could lose the status of freeman and acquire that 
of slave by being on the defeated side in war. Tlie same was true 
»n Africa up to the nineteentli century. In the Arab world one could 
become a slave by individual capture, and in Cliina by sale by one’s 
parents, even in the twentieth century. 

* Income Is here regarded as property that is received periodically in contrast to 
wealtli as property whose ownership has become vested. 
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The social inheritance of social status 

And social status well-nigh universally is to a great degree socially, 
though not genetically, inlierited— Aristotle’s notion to the contrary 
notwithstanding. The son of a slave has been a slave; of a serf, has 
been a serf. Workingmen beget workingmen; and members of the 
professions produce sons who fall heir to and perpetuate high status. 
Status per se is a social influence of such great inertial force as to 
seem to preclude change; yet status, interacting with other forces, has 
accounted for much of the social and political change of the modem 
world. Serfs as serfs have with mute power demanded and gained 
the elimination of that aspect of their status, while retaining status as 
peasants. Workingmen as such have demanded change which did not 
alter their working-class status. And the French Revolution is some- 
times characterized as one in which the bourgeoisie demanded de jure 
recognition of their de facto status. 

In some societies status is primarily based on the occupation, educa- 
tion, and property of the particular individual rather than that of his 
kin; in others status is formally and legally inherited. The former 
may be called a class-status and the latter a caste-status system. Ac- 
tually in all nations there is probably an admixtm-e of both social sys- 
tems, regardless of the formal, legal relationships. In India at one 
time legal relationships behveen individuals had a caste basis; in West- 
ern Europe and the Soviet Union there is hypothetical equality be- 
tween all individuals. In India there are now laws designed to estab- 
lish equality bet\veen individuals, though the caste system has by no 
means yet collapsed. In Western Europe and the Soviet Union when 
one is bom the son of a low-status family, he tends to live in that 
status tlie rest of his life despite the equalitarian values and legal in- 
stitutions in these societies. Class status exists even in societies where 
class distinctions are either extralegal (e.g., the social separation of 
people of different statuses) or illegal (e.g., where property ownership 
is not the basis for voting rights). Many societies have adopted 
equality as a major premise, but neither by fiat nor othenvise has any 
society been able to abolish the differences in status which classes 
represent. 

In the European Middle Ages individual rights and obligations were 
tied to one’s status, which was caste-like in being largely determined 
by birth but which could \vithin a lifetime be changed. The serfs 
obligations to his lord, the vassal’s to his overlord, and the reciprocal 
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obligations of the overlord to his vassal, and the lord to his serf were 
conventionally established and accepted probably as generally as is 
equalitarianism now in Europe and North America. Each status car- 
ried with it certain rights, notably the right to inherit that status. A 
serf was obligated to perform services mostly related to tilling the soil; 
he could not be divested of his right to use the soil to which he was 
attached. A vassal had tlie obligation to do military services for his 
overlord and the right to get military protection from liim. 

Laws against luxurious display in fourteenth-century England re- 
vealed both the legal recognition of a caste-class system and the pres- 
sures of some people to break through this system— or more exactly to 
rise within it. Ermine and gold cloth could be worn only by knights 
and those who owned land over a specified value; successive lower 
grades of cloth were permitted to those of lower ranks and graded in 
accordance witli social rank or wealth.® In seventeenth-century France 
there were the same laws and the same violations by the upwardly 
mobile.* 

These phenomena amounted to a curious reversal of tlie hventietli- 
century condition. In the Middle Ages, status was legally recognized 
and equality between individuals of different status was either illegal 
or extralegal; in the modem Western world it is status which broadly 
speaking is illegal or extralegal and equality wliich is lawful. 

Equal justice and class legislation 

It would be pleasant for people in the twentieth century who value 
the equality of man to draw a nice dichotomy between the distribu- 
tive, Platonic justice of the Middle Ages and the equal, classless jus- 
tice of the modern world. But despite modern bills of rights, in many 
ways we still assume that the shoemaker will stick to his last and 
that only the ephors or guardians will rule. People of all classes, 
including the shoemaker class, cannot in democracies be said to rule, 
but in nations where tliere are two or more political parties, people 
have a fairly equal opportunity to choose which party and which 
guardians shall rule. And each person has no more than the one vote 
every other person is entitled to. Each person in principle is entitled 
to the equal protection of law regardless of occupation, education, or 

Barber, Social Stratification, New York, Harcourt, Brace & Co 
itfoT, 161-162. ’ 

*lbid., 159-160. 
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property. This has real significance in major crimes, not in diminish- 
ing the great vulnerability of low-status people to criminal liability but 
in making those of high status equally liable. Poverty still is an extra- 
legal liindrance to securing justice at law, but wealth is no longer a 
guaranty of legal immunity in criminal actions. Physicians in America 
of the 1950s and 60s have been tried and convicted for murder despite 
the fact that in occupation, education, and property they are in the 
very highest status category. 

As a result in part of Puritan morality, but possibly more because of 
general wealth in the society, there is a tendency for administration 
of government in the Western world to become free of the graft that 
has characterized public administration in cultures where it is the cus- 
tom of a fortunate person with governmental ties to provide for an 
extended family at public expense. The effect of this norm of ad- 
ministrative integrity has been felt in India, Africa, and parts of China, 
where English and at one time German colonial officials administered 
with minimal graft. The new Puritanical regime of communist China 
has evidently in some administrative areas vastly improved in integrity 
o\ er its corrupt predecessor. 

Wheie\cr the dominant administrative practice has included hon- 
est)', the eflect has been to diminish (but not extinguish) the differ- 
ences of status; one need not have a substantial sum of money to 
employ lawfully available govermnental services, ranging from police 
and fire protection to incorporation procedures and governmental 
loans. On the other hand the passage of class legislation— laws de- 
signed to fa\‘or particular groups like peanut farmers, walnut growers, 
o.steopaths, trade unions, or privately owned public utilities— still de- 
pends to a great degree on the monetary resources of the group put- 
ting pressure on the government tluough the legislature. The com- 
mon husine.ss practice of giving gifts and entertainment to prospective 
customers is not quite so common when the customer is government, 
but there is nonetheless considerable carr)'0\’er of intrabusiness moral- 
ity— or amorality— in relations bchveen government and private groups. 
A pri\’ate corporation may make a large contribution to a policemen’s 
pension fund dri\e. A war-weary general may be hired as a non- 
working corporation executi\’e when he leaves military serWee. 

Considered indi\idually, class legislation rather ob\’iously favors a 
particular group at the expense of the rest of the society. A tariff on 
imported watches helps domestic watch producers at the e.xpense of 
watch purchasers. An agricultural price-support program helps farm- 
ers and is one cause of rising costs to those who eat. Even legislation 
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establishing employer liability for industrial accidents to employees 
and minimum-wage or maximum-hour labor laws benefits one group 
at the e;q)ense of others. But considered collectively, the process of 
class legislation may paradoxically diminish economic differences be- 
tween various small groups and large socio-economic classes. Old-age 
insurance directly benefits only old people; health insurance only the 
ill. Gasoline taxes discriminate against people who drive cars and 
inheritance taxes penalize the man who accumulates wealth so that 
his progeny will not be as poor as he was. But underlying such class 
legislation is not so much the notion of distributive as of equal justice. 
The farmer must get his fair share of the national wealth and may need 
a government subsidy to get it. The national loss that accompanies 
unemployment, illness, accident, or old age is sometliing that should 
be more equally shared by the entire society. Inheritance taxes as- 
sume that it is unjust to perpetuate too easily one’s liigh status by 
bequeathing a very large amount of tlie property aspect of status to 
one*s children. Financial aid to college students is designed to give 
equal opportunity to young people equally endowed with mental but 
unequally endowed with monetary competence. 

Class legislation and classless tyranny 

In societies that frankly recognize intergroup conflict of interest,® 
there seems often implicit the anti-Rousseauean notion that the gen- 
eral welfare is coextensive with the sum of all individual group wel- 
fares— and that what is good for farmers or workers or automobile 
manufacturers is good for tlie nation. But tliis implicit assumption is 
probably no more harmful than the assumx)tion that what is good for 
the nation is good for individual groups. At any rate, a selfless pre- 
occupation with the general welfare has been historically associated 
with dictatorships (even those supported by majorities). These have, 
from the French Revolution, the 1861 SouUiem Rebellion in the United 
States, the Russian Revolution, the Nazi Revolution, down to the Clii- 
nese Communist Revolution, embarked on overt or covert aggression 
(internally or internationally) which has been far more destructive 
than creative of either individual liberty or national autonomy. 

It is doubtless true that the sybarite does not contribute to the gen- 
eral welfare; it seems equally true that his opposite— the lean, hard, 

This paragraph and the next are not necessary to the continuity of the chapter. 

hey may be skipped as a frank excursion into the cloud-covered region of Values. 



240 Human nature in politics 

dedicated totalitarian-is no more regardful of the general welfare, 
whetlier he act in the name of the classless society or of the racially 
pure folk. The selfish dedication to the pursuit of wealth can corrupt 
the people as classes, proximal groups, and indhiduals. The "selfless” 
pursuit of political power can accomplish the same result and more 
speedily, whether individually or collectively. It is not clear that it is 
more materialistic to stamp out individual or class poverty than it is 
to place a boot on the face of a prostrate enemy, however evil poverty 
and domestic or foreign enemies may be. Neither is it clear that the 
segmental and serial processes by which successive social groups have 
increased the equality of their status in some nations have been less 
enduring than the sudden verbal creation of tlie brotherhood of man 
under the selfless guidance of Big Brother and his selfless, sharp- 
toothed, canine vanguard of tlie standardized mass. 

Solidarity in proximity and in distance 

Status differences establish social distance, or to use a more exact 
metaplior produce scmi-permcable membranes separating groups that 
are physically rather close. This distance or this membrane both in- 
cTi'iises and decreases antagonism between social groups and correla- 
tively both decreases and increases intergroup solidarity. Antagonism 
increases and solidarity decreases partly as a function of proximity. 
A workingman mav hate his immediate boss, the assistant foreman, 
because lie is the proximal contact with the distal factory manager. 
lA'asanfs or farm laborers may hate the field boss more than they do 
the farm proprietor who pays them all. But to the contrary, a worker 
mav' despise or hate the distant boss and sympathize with his foreman, 
whom the worker sees as a fellow victim of the same tyranny. A pa- 
tii'ut who is facing the cost of a major operation may be grateful to 
the surgeon for saving his life and displace his resentment at the high 
fees by a hostility that is generalized against tlie more distant medical 
profession. Soldiers sent by a psychically distant ruler to quell a local 
rebellion may side with the rebels when face to face with them, as 
in crucial moments of the Russian Revolution. And a person who 
angrily yells "down with the king” may be awed into silence in tlie 
presence of His Majesty. 

Neither jiroximity’ nor distance assures either hostility or friendship 
across status lines. In Elmtown, working-class people seemed to re- 
sent middle-class people more tlian tliey resented those in higher 
classes; middle-class people resented tlie pro.ximal newly rich leaders 
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more than they did the usually distal old established families. On the 
other hand, in each interclass relationship, personal contacts (friendly 
or hostile) were more frequent between indiWduals in classes that 
were immediately adjacent." 

Common values in differentiated societies 

Status differences and interclass antagonism are apt to lead us to 
neglect the obvious fact that societies more often than not do hold 
together. They are held togetlier and function as units because of 
common values and mutual interests. The deepest mutual interests 
relate to the basic needs, wliich can be met only in society. The size— 
the extent— of a society depends to a great degree on the manner in 
which needs are fulfilled. Broad social ties are not likely to be strong 
where each nuclear or extended family performs a wide range of func- 
tions from the planting of crops, to tlie literal manufacture of clotliing, 
and to protection against aggression. Where functions become much 
more highly specialized the society enlarges, as it did, for example, in 
the gradual process by which nation-states emerged from feudal do- 
mains at the beginning of tlie modem era in Europe. Two major func- 
tions that became increasingly specialized were the protection against 
violence and, later, the production of material necessities. 

The superficial paradox is that as people have become more special- 
ized, more unlike in their day-to-day activities, they have in necessary 
consequence come closer together. Diversity has made for unity. In 
emphasizing class antagonism, Marx did not adequately consider the 
obvious fact that there are not only divergent but also compatible in- 
terests between classes. Capitalists cannot accumulate wealth without 
labor; workingmen cannot produce wealth without capital, which be- 
comes increasingly important as the productive process becomes 
more intricate and involves less direct expenditure of energy by 
human beings. And few people prefer either the poverty that is the 
price of undifferentiated economic production or the primitive jungle 
liberty that attends this poverty. 

The collective settlements (kibbutz and kevutsa) in Israel are a case 
in point. Originally organized on a deliberately classless basis, with 
minimal differentiation of function, they appeared in the 1960s to be 
losing this very central characteristic. The kibbutzim were originally 

• August B. HoUingshcad, Elmtotim’s Youth, New York, John Wiley & Sons, 1949, 
103, 95, 212-217, esp. Table X, p. 212. 
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intended to produce agricultural commodities and simple manufac- 
tured goods. One became a plywood factory; others came to special- 
ize in producing agricultural equipment, household detergents, plastic 
tableware, or hosiery. Capital is being imported, kibbutz members 
with special skills are moving to cities, and mothers are taking more 
exclusive responsibility for rearing their own children. Close to a 
tliird of Israel’s agricultural production comes from these collectives. 
But this itself indicates economic specialization: collectives account for 
less than a twentieth of Israel’s population.^ Once the communal tasks 
were accomplished tliat had evoked so much courage and selflessness 
in defending frontiers and fructifying reluctant land, the collectives in 
Israel appeared to be going the way of New Lanark, New Harmony, 
and the phalansteries. 

Status recognition and tranquility 

Common values— a common commitment to the same goals and 
the same ways of achieving them— also contribute to the stability of 
differentiated societies (as well as simple ones). Class antagonism 
appears to have been more pronounced in the United States in the 
earlier stages of industrialization when both workingmen and farm- 
ers bitterly resented the dominance of the capitalist-entrepreneur class. 

It may be more precise to say that these first hvo socio-economic 
groups resented the disproportionate share of the national product 
which the last class kept, rather tlian to say that farmers and worldng- 
incn wanted to seize political power from businessmen. In 1896 labor 
contributed considerably to the victory of the economically conserva- 
tive McKinley over the populist Bryan, and once the farmers had be- 
come entrenched politiealh’ as a pressure group whose economic inter- 
ests ^^•ere diligently served by both Republicans and Democrats, they 
abandoned their efforts to form a distinct political group. This was 
true not only in the lS90s when the Populists were swallowed by the 
Democratic party; it had been true in tire 1860s when the Republican 
party on its initially small-fanner base came under the hegemony of 
the business class. 

The extent of agrarian and proletarian protest has been largely lim- 
ited to economic gricx ance. Once tliese have been met, botli farmers 
and workingmen have not only lost tire intensity of their political com- 
mitment but ha\'e indeed become entrenched groups. They are prob- 


’ New York Times, 18 June 1901. 
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ably no less conservative than the business class, which they oppose 
now in the same way that buyer and seller oppose one another, rather 
than as antagonists on the field or barricades of battle. 

The effect of increasing equality of economic rewards on the con- 
servatism of the working class may be judged in other ways. Labor 
productivity is probably more than an index of eflBciency. It indicates 
also the degree of mechanization and correlates with rate of pay in 
real wages, which in turn correlates with the standard of living of 
working people. A study by the Stanford Research Institute indicates 
that in 1950 labor productivity in France was 30^ of that in the United 
States and in Italy 20%. In Italy interclass antagonism, as measured 
by the strength of the communist vote, was probably the strongest of 
antagonism anywhere in relatively mature industrialized economies.® 
When working people in one socio-economic system see a direct al- 
though not necessarily linear relationship between how hard they work 
and how much they earn, they are apt to be more committed to that 
system than to one in which more effort produces no great increase in 
reward. This has at least been part of the explanation for the sup- 
posed greater efficiency of free over slave labor. And it is significant 
that both the Russian and the Chinese revolutions occurred in coun- 
tries where landlords exploited peasants, in economies that were still 
overwhelmingly agrarian. 

In no industrialized nation has there been an enduring proletarian 
revolt. This hardly indicates that working people have regularly and 
continuously received an altogether satisfying share of the industrial 
product, but it does suggest that working people by and large have 
accepted— more often and more generally than they have rejected— the 
system in which their control in practice has been limited to the with- 
holding of their services by strike or the exertion of political pressure 
through the ballot box. This is another way of saying that interclass 
antagonism has been more severe in agrarian than in industrial econ- 
omies, that political hegemony by industrialists (whether under i^ri- 
vate capitalism, as in Western Europe and North America or under 

® Stanford Research Institute, Besearch for Itulustry, 6 (1):9-11 (November 
1953). A caveat is in order as regards Germany, whose 1950 productivity was 
only 2% high cr than that of France, as both were compared with the United States. 
But the rate of productivity in Germany increased from 15% in 1947 to 32% in 
1950 as compared with the 27^ of France in 1947 to 30% in 1950. In one case 
there was rapid increase and in the other, stasis. On tire causes of attachment 
to Communism in (notably) France and Italy, see Hadley Cantril, The Politics 
of Despair, New York, Basic Books, 1958. 
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state capitalism as in tlie Soviet Union) is less resented by working- 
men than political hegemony by semi-feudal landlords has been re- 
sented by serfs and peasants.® 

The misjudgment of the intent of labor strikes as being revolution- 
ary is no easier to avoid than the misjudgment of a servile attitude 
among peasants or the citizenry of a colonized people, as in Hungary 
in 1956 or in the Congo in 1960. The manifest verbal phenomena, as 
the most accessible aspects of reality, are the ones people go by in 
appraising the portent of social contentment and discontent. If a 
labor leader says he likes Marx and favors a revolution, he is taken 
at face value, becomes to a degree persecuted and by his words in- 
\ itcs the persecution. On the easily neglected level of reality known 
as action, lie and his union— as in the case of Harry Bridges and the 
ILWU on the West Coast of the United States— may prove quite un- 
ie\oliitionary. 

.At least during the Korean War of 1950-1953 there were no signs 
tliat Pacific Coast longshoremen were interfering with the transport 
of supplies from .America to Korea in the war against the Communists 
whom Bridges verbally favored. To tlie extent that Bridges and the 
longshoremen were aware of themselves, some may have wished for a 
communist victory, some may have wished for an American or United 
Xatit)ns or capitalist \ictory. But by and large, willy-nilly, they all 
contributed to the American or United Nations or capitalist war effort 
by loading cargo in West Coast ports. It is hard to imagine anything 
other than a catastrophic and unequivocal victory for tlie Communist 
Korean and Chinese armies without the labor of the West Coast long- 
shoremen, with Bridges as their head. Neither Bridges nor his verbally 
patriotic critics could be accused of insincerity in tlieir mutual hostility, 
but both sides acted basically in harmony, even though both for quite 
contrary reasons were critical of American foreign policy during the 
late 1910s, which policy they both supported in action more willy than 
nilly, during the 1950s. 


» The instrument of revoIuKon tends to be neglected as a measure of social 

discontent in favor of strikes, which are much milder expressions of discontent, 
blit have the adsantage of being more readily quantifiable and amenable to 
statistical validation. What I am liere asserting is that revolutions scale higher 
on intcrclass antagonism than do industrial strikes and that revolutions usually 
have occurred in agricultural economics and not in industrial ones. 
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The opposite may also occur. An industrialist who is deeply com- 
mitted to the system that made him the powerful figure he is in a 
private-capitalist nation like tlie U. S. or state-capitalist nation like 
the U.S.S.R. is likely inter alia to claim to “know his people.” That is, 
he claims to know how liis employees will act and what makes them 
act. He sees the signs of docility so regularly that he readily assumes 
“his” workers are indeed his willing instruments and nothing else. It 
is clear, he believes, tliat they are interested solely in their pay checks 
and want no responsibility and that there is notliing more to these 
people. And tlien tliey strike. Since the most readily available ex- 
planation of the strike is contained in the words of the strike leaders, 
he finds it convenient to blame tlie strike on irresponsible, radical, and 
foreign agitators who do not understand “the workingman.” The labor 
leader who helps precipitate the strike may not understand the work- 
ing people much better than do industrialists, but in the direction— 
though not necessarily the intensity-of his outlook and action, he is 
likely to be more resonant with tlie expectations that permanently 
reside inside workingmen than cither he or they fully realize. 

Similarly a ruling group may assume that it knows “our” people. 
The Soviet Politburo or Presidium in the 1930s was a vigorous but sub- 
servient body reconciled to expressing a chronic enthusiasm for Stalin, 
the “sun of the proletariat” who benignly shed life-giving rays of light 
on a dormant nation. A human being who, like Stalin, has become 
accustomed to regard himself as a rather special person in his role as 
national leader will doubtless be shocked at verbal and nonverbal 
phenomena indicating that some citizens in the 1930s regarded him 
not as the sun but rather as one who had the life-giving brightness and 
vital power of the primordial void, the darkness upon the face of the 
^leep. Stalin was unable to witness the intense, bitter, savage attack 
on his magnificence by Khrushchev witliin three years after his death, 
but the marathon polemic apparently shocked Khrushchev's audience.'" 

Similarly, it seemed to be something of a shock to the Soviet govern- 
ment to discover, in October of 1956 (the same year in which Khrush- 
chev had denounced omniiiotence in his predecessor), that the Hun- 

It is interesting to speculate as to what the ingredients of such shock might be: 
how much was shock that Stalin was in fact less tlian perfect, how much that a 
devoted servant of Ids should now be so violently attacking him, and how much 
that Khrushchev should think he was surprising his audience with real revelations. 
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garian nation was in revolt against its colonizers. In Hungary tliere 
had been abundant expressions of docile, eager enthusiasm for the new 
People’s Republic. The new regime was anti-fascist, and no signifi- 
cant category of Hungarians wanted to return to Hitlerism or the neo- 
feudalism of Hortliy. A land-reform program had taken tlie latifundia 
out of the hands of their feudal landlords and placed their ownership 
in the hands of tlie (vanguard of the) proletariat. So the re\olt must 
be solely the consequence of irresponsible, radical, and foreign agita- 
tors and their traitorous Hungarian lackeys who did not understand 
the true aspirations of a downtrodden nation. 

And the embittered procession of Belgian colonials who left the 
Congo in the sa\ age summer of 1960 also seem to ha\’e been shocked 
at the ugly fact of revolt. Had tliey not raised the standard of living 
of these benighted sa\ages? Had tliey not brought to them tlie mes- 
sage of a long-suffering Christ wlio died for them on tlie Cross? Had 
they not founded a uni\eisity with the most modern buildings? Sta- 
tistical!)’, morally, and culturally the Congolese were lilessed by their 
association witli their Belgian benefactors, who, unlike the Russians 
in Iluiigai)', were \oluntarily laying down the burden of dominion. 
W’hy this shocking rebellion, not in the midday heat of colonialism but 
in its gracious sunset? 

The particular reasons for particular industrial strikes and particular 
rebellions are never identical, but one of the common and central 
reason.s for such \aried manifestations of tension is the refusal to re- 
main ciintented with a \ast chasm of difference in socio-economic 
status between the dominators and the dominated. That is, those of 
inlerior status can no longer tolerate being inferior to the degree and 
in U(/|/s that those of superior status demanded. 

rile course of labor relations in the United States since the 1930s 
suggests that trade unions lia\e sought more (pa)', security, etc.) but 
not tlie same amount (of pay, security, etc.) as management has in 
the salaries, retirement programs, etc. of the e.xecutives. The Presid- 
ium of the Supreme Soviet and Khrushchev suppost'dly were willing 
to admit that Stalin was. like the Prime Minister of the British cabinet, 
primus inter pares, but Khrushchev at least resented the demi-deifica- 
tion of Joseph Djugashvili. Hungarians presumably would tolerate 
man)’ aspects of Sov iet influence so long as they had some real part 
in the making of decisions and the allocation of resources, but they 
resented the totality of Soviet control. And Congolese do not seriously 
propose to revert to an economy, socieh', and polity based on tribal- 
ism. But in each instance the group with the power refused reall)' to 
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share either power or deference with those beneath them. They in- 
sisted on making decisions and on being shown continuous evidence 
of their own generosity, kindness, intelligence, sensitivity, magnanim- 
ity, inventiveness, fortitude, and other characteristics of magnificence. 
The resentment appears to be not at the quantitative but at the quali- 
tative distinction— that the dominant group is composed, in its own 
eyes and as reflected in the pool of humanity into wliich the elite gaze 
like Narcissus— of a kind of being quite different from others, who are 
not even e.xcept in the formal, insignificant, biological sense members 
of the same species. 

Recognition by elites of the desire on the part of those of lower status 
to be deemed equal has consolidated in power and prestige those of 
higher status. Industrialists after the Second World War, in America 
and in Western Europe, have, for whatever motives, come to acknowl- 
edge that their employees, while primarily interested on tlie job in 
making money, having security, and working in air-conditioned fac- 
tories and offices, are also anxious to be regarded as people, not with 
a desire to be patted on the head but Nvith at least a minimal desire for 
power and prestige. This acknowledgment has produced a reconcilia- 
tion of management to trade unions and at least formal solicitude for 
employees’ individual welfare. It is interesting to speculate whether 
recognition of their influence through unions is more important to 
employees than the politeness with which they are treated, partly in 
consequence of having independent power through trade unions and 
protections of law. An industrialist can be polite to an industrialist 
of equal rank as another corporation president; two such people can be 
polite or rude to each other without much offense. A workingman can 
be deferential or nondeferential to a boss, and vice versa. Does a 
boss like deference from one of equal status better than from one of 
lower status? Does a worker like deference from one of higher status 
better than deference from one of equal status? Scaling on such ques- 
tions has not yet been developed. “ 

But an abstract, laboratory study Is of provocative relevance. In a contrived 
game, an experimenter established various kinds of hypothetical partners (O) 
for the experimental subjects (.S). The experimenter then varied O’s action in 
ways that he called Conditional Cooperation, Unconditional Cooperation, and 
Noncooperation. There were three patterns of irower relationship between S and 
O: in one, O had Absolute Power to cause S to lose Uie game; in another O had 
Partial Power to cause S to win more or win less; in the third O had Equal Power 
with S. The experimenter found that “under conditions of Equal Power, S tends 
to respond to an Unconditionally Cooperative O witli exploitive game behavior 
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But it is clear the industrial conflict has been more violent belween 
industrialists and workers than between industrialists and industrialists. 
An entrepreneur may seek to ruin his competitor but not to kill or injure 
him. An industrialist or a government may injure or kill workers in 
the course of an industrial stoppage (strike or lock out), and workers 
may do likewise, without either party feeling (or at least expressing) 
any sense of identity with the other-or else e.xpressing the sympathy 
of Lewis Carroll’s Walrus and Carpenter for the oysters they devoured. 
Only in wars between criminal gangs in tlie twentieth century has 
there been the anarchy and the lack of commonality that exists be- 
tween equals when they engage in conflict as equals. Industrial con- 
flict has been characteristically between unequals, like that between 
Nazi Germany on the one hand and Jews and Slavs on the other. This 
is no argument for making industrial conflict between labor and man- 
agement a brotherly war between equals but does suggest that vio- 
lence of conflict is apt to diminish between groups that regard each 
other as having equal power and meriting equal deference. 

It appears not only impossible but also unnecessary to establish 
ecpuility in all respects between people. But in a society where majori- 
ties and minorities rather than socio-economic status constitute the 
basis for political power, there appears to be less tension than in a 
society where superior status entails greater political power and where 
intcrclass deference is not reciprocal. More briefly, a society in which 
ecjual dignity is an acknowledged \’alue appears to be more stable 
tlian one in which— regardless of the stated value system— some are 
considered more ecjiial. more gracious, and closer either to God (as 
in the case of the Catholic clerg>-, notably before the Protestant Refor- 
mation and many Protestant clerics since), to Marx (as in the case of 
tlie \'anguard versus the proletariat, Trotskyites versus Stalinists, Rus- 
sian versus Chinese Communists), or to humanity (as in tlie case of 
some Frcncli Revolutionists and some hventieth-century intellectuals). 

In his already discussed study of people of relatively low occupa- 
tional, educational, and property status. Lane found that in general 

and less liking, whereas he tends to be cooperative and ha\ e a greater liking for 
tlie Conditionally Cooperative O.” [Leonard Solomon, The Influence of Some 
Types of Power Relationsliips and Game Strategies upon the Development of 
Interpersonal Trust, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psycholody, 61:22S-230 
{I960), at 229.] If these findings are reminiscent of interpersonal relationships 
of the intimate sort that c.xist between husband and wife, parents and children, 
may tliey not also help explain relationships between lord and peasant, master 
and servant, employer and employee— as these personal role relationships help 
determine impersonal status relationships? 
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these people did not want either the responsibiUty or the wealth of 
those of high status and further thought that leaders deserved what 
they got because they paid such a high price for it in work and worry. 
The study further indicated that these same people did consider them- 
selves to be as good as those of superior status.^- This distinction be- 
tween subjective and objective equality must be made in order to 
explain the stability of hierarchized societies. If it is hard to under- 
stand, one need only reflect on his own reactions to otliers. Does he 
object to others’ having competence (in material and nonmaterial 
ways) that he does not have? Does he object to otliers regarding 
themselves as “personally” superior, in addition to being superior in 
some competence ranging from ability to row a boat, dig a hole, speak 
a language, or drive an automobile? If one resents a segregating, dis- 
criminating sense of superiority in otlier people toward him, how does 
he so completely distinguish himself from otliers as to suppose that 
they do not resent the same behavior in him? 


Industrialization and social mobility 

Status and therefore hierarchy appear to characterize all societies, 
whether primitive, pre-industrial, or industrial. Societies differ in the 
number of status levels and the distance between levels. The social 
hierarchy may distinguish groups so markedly that even contact witli 
the shadow of an Untouchable may call for ritualistic purification; it 
may distinguish them so little that chiefs associate routinely with or- 
dinary tribesmen. The hierarchy may involve the intricate differentia- 
tion that distinguishes higli from low noblemen by birth from tliose by 
royal grant of title, high and low middle class, or the paradoxically 
intricate yet simple status patterns of mature industrial societies. 

These distinguishing status characteristics appear to be of far less 
political portent than tlie degree of mobility. Societies in which there 
IS relatively little movement from one social status to another may he 
stable and dormant or highly unstable and alive. Societies in which 
tliere is a comparatively large amount of actual status mobility may be 
stable (like England and America in the mid-twentieth century) or 

“One of his respondents said, on the question of people being equal: “not 
not in influence but equal to one another as being a person." Another 
said; • I tliink I am just as good as anybody else. I don’t tliink there arc any of 
^em I would say are better." [R. E. Lane. The Fear of Equality. American 
I'oUtical Science Review, 53: 35-51 (1959), at 41.] 
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unstable ( like France in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries ) , but 

tliey are not likely to be dormant. 

Before industrialization, societies are by and large much more status- 
immobile than during and after the establishment of the intricate di- 
vision of labor that industrialization produces. One of the major 
reasons for this is tliat in an agrarian and handicraft society there are 
fewer places to go. It is possible to move across the landscape, from 
one village or region to another, but the range of occupations neces- 
sary to support a simple existence is rather narrow and unspecialized. 
One can change from being a peasant to being a blacksmith or other 
wood-, leather-, cloth-, or metal-worker. One can go into trade, in 
the simple exchange of consumer goods that occius in societies more 
advanced at least than the pastoral ones. But towns are apt to be 
small and serve to improve life in the countryside rather than life in 
town. 

During and after the process of industrialization, occupational dif- 
ferentiation becomes intricate. One can become fully employed in 
specialized tasks ranging from extractive industries (mining and for- 
estry) to manufacturing of ever-increasing complexity and specializa- 
tion. E\en more significantly one can work in the host of external 
service industries (performing serN’ices directly for the pubhc) from 
transportation to insurance to entertainment, and even in the ever- 
growing internal service category within manufacturing and service 
industries— in the white-collar jobs like purchasing, engineering, tool 
design, production control, marketing research, and sales wliich facili- 
tate tlic job of the factor)' worker. 

Status mobilit)’ does not begin with industrialization, but it almost 
inevitably increases as a socieh' industrializes.^® The social distance 
l>elween a medie\ al peasant and a Pope may be no greater than tliat 
between a modern machine tender and a prime minister, but the op- 
portunities to change status are fewer for a peasant than for a me- 
chanic because tliere are more kinds of jobs in industry tlian in a 
societ)’ where tlie ownvhelming majority’ of the people are engaged 
in raising crops and li\ estock for food and clotliing. In agrarian-based 
feudal society, a pea.sant may become a priest or a soldier but he can- 
not bcc-ome an engineer, a tool designer, or a timekeeper; and liis 
chances of entering an ancient profession like medicine or scholarship 

13 Seymour Martin Lipset and Reinhard Bendbc, Socioi Mohilitij in Industrial 
Society, Berkeley and Los Angeles, Uni\ ersity of California Press, 1959, 75. 
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are slim because the society is too close to subsistence to support such 
occupations for more than a very few. 

But occupational and status mobility are not quite the same thing. 
The son of a farmer who moves to the city and takes a job as an 
unskilled worker may have suffered a decline in occupational status, 
may remain static in his educational status, and may have gained only 
slightly (though to liim perceptibly) in income. Yet the excitement, 
variety, and individual freedom of action may produce such a mark- 
edly superior mental outlook on life that the former countryboy sees 
himself as being far above his former status. In leaving the land and 
the ways of his ancestors, he may have left behind liim the supposed 
virtues that his parents (and Thomas Jefferson and the Populists) said 
are derived from country living, but he has the superior sense that 
comes from a knowledge that he has discovered the mysteries of the 
big city. 

And he has the hope, however well fulfilled it may be, that the 
future will see a rise in status that never was possible on the farm. 
If he remains unskilled or semi-skilled, he may nonetheless earn more 
money tlian he ever could on the farm and he can later gain a vicari- 
ous sense of improved status through the improved education and 
improved job and income opportunities of his children. If he improves 
his own skill and job, so much the better. 

So long as there is reasonable opportunity for him to advance (di- 
rectly or vicariously through his children) he is likely to remain sup- 
portive rather than critical of the social system that has allowed liim 
to move freely, though at considerable cost in psycliic security and 
just plain hard work, from the routine simplicity of rural life to the 
variegated complexity of the city. He will not be seriously frustrated 
if he fails to become a foreman, factory superintendent, or small busi- 
nessman. The major change from country to city and its immediate 
opportunities are enough to absorb his energies and he is likely to 
see Iiis advancement as limited by his own competence and energy 
rather than by the system. 

It Is only when the farmer and tlie former farmers see the industrial 
system seriously breaking down, as during the depression of the 1930 s 
m Europe and America, that their commitment to the system is weak- 
ened. In that circumstance, it is doubtful whether the one-time agrar- 
ian is any more critical tlian the already established second-generation 
urban workingmen. The newcomer may indeed be less critical be- 
cause of the intensity of his interest and commitment to the new 
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urban way of life. Like the superpatriotic immigrant, the nouveau 
riche, or the nonbeliever recently converted to religion, he may be 
more conformist than liis coworkers and neighbors who can be or are 
more critical of a system they have long since taken for granted. 


Mobility after industrialization 

The first prolonged period of indi\’idual status change comes wntli 
the alteration of society from agrarian to industrial. Perhaps in 
no society is it quite complete yet, so recent is the advent of indus- 
trialization. But it is advanced far enough in some societies so that 
the problem of status that has become fixed arises once more. Thus 
far, pressures to maintain status-fluidity’ have succeeded in keeping 
open the channels of advancement of restless indi\ iduals of low status. 
One of the reasons Nazism was so attractive to many Germans was its 
successful effort to stir up a society that was still quite status-stagnant 
after txvo generations of industrialization. In other societies, like the 
Soviet Union, Sweden, France, England, and the United States— 
whether under autocratic or democratic control— opportunities for in- 
di\ idual ad\ ancement have probably increased in the 1940s and 1950s. 

The second period of status change, after industrialization has al- 
ready been established, in\ol\'es social groups rather than indiWduals 
as such. It involves upgrading the entire occupational and income 
structure of those of lower status. The working class remains a work- 
ing class but gains improved wages, shorter hours, and more refined 
working conditions which amount to a rise more in absolute than in 
relative status. The worker does not become richer than his fellow 
workers or neighbors, but he and thev’ become richer than they were 
and enjoy better healtli, more leisure, and longer life. 

But these changes— of individuals from one status to another and of 
status groups en masse— tend to ease tension bctxvcen status groups 
without eliminating the groups as such. If individuals can mov'e out 
of a group while the group persists— like drops of water straying from 
a continuous waterfall— tension is at a comparatively low level ev’cn 
though society has not di*scended into one vast level sea of people. If 
entire status groups get more goods, services, etc., even though they 
do not get as much as those of higher status, one of the main reasons 
for status-frustrations is removed, and, as Lane has indicated, such 
people of relatively low status do not necessarily resent the greater 
rewards of higher-status individuals.'* 


See Lane, op. cit. 
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Tension is further eased by the tremendous growth of indirect labor 
and service occupations already mentioned. A tool designer may be 
paid less than a skilled mechanic who makes the die-tool in the shop, 
but the designer is partly compensated in the prestige associated with 
a white-collar job. Similarly the host of clerks who keep records and 
punch the keys of tabulating machines may be paid less than blue- 
collar shop workers but gain compensation from the prestige of grime- 
free hands which tell that they are not manual workers. As the indus- 
trial society becomes more and more complicated, the portion of people 
in what Colin Clark calls “tertiary” (nonextractive, nonmanufacturing 
occupations) grows disproportionately'* and provides a new area of 
opportunity once tlie first urban frontier is filled with the sons of farm- 
ers and peasants (and immigrants of rural backgrounds) who learned 
the skills and routines of mass-production labor. 

As the industrial economy, supported by highly efficient agricultural 
production, spews forth its surplus, more people have time and money 
to travel, read, consult the doctor, etc., and thus more people can work 
at these occupations. For most such newcomers to these occupations, 
the new job usually meajis a rise in status from that of their parents. 
Whatever the changes in occupation, they amount to a decline in the 
proportion of manual jobs and thus indicate upward mobility, by the 
old criteria of whether or not one works with his hands.'" 

The question of increased upward mobility is fairly easily answered 
when a society is undergoing industrialization. There is clearly an 
increase in the opportunity not only for change but also for improve- 
nient in status. If a move to the city from the farm may be to a degree 
only lateral, in at least a generatioji’s time there is an opportunity to 
move up, as a result largely of more freely available education in 
public schools. But the question whether mobility persists after in- 
dustrialization is harder to answer. In the United States, mobility has 
been high for at least the half-century since about 1910. Indeed it 
seems to be increasing, l)oth up and down, notably since the Second 
World War. Downward mobility is significant in indicating whether 
the status structure of a society is open. If all the sons of professional 
people remain professionals and the sons of skilled workers fill all the 
skilled jobs, and neither set of sons drops in status, a theoretical half 
of the mobility process docs not exist. At such a stage, restless low- 

See Lipset and Bendix, op. cit., 84, which indicates that tertiary jobs in tlic 
United States increased from 16.6% of tliosc gainfully employed in 1850 to 47 \% 
in 1035. 

Sec Lipset and Bendix, op. cit., 88. 
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status people can rise only by the third process mentioned, the enlarge- 
ment of the “tertiary” service occupations.^’ Far from declining since 
the starry-eyed days of Horatio Alger, the proportion of business lead- 
ers in 1950 whose fathers were laborers has doubled since 1900.’® The 
trend in downward mobility is less clear. 

In any case the process of movement from one status to another is 
a slow one. It is fairly common for an individual to improve his status 
by only one of three or four steps over that of his parents and to 
project his disappointment or other status aspirations onto his children. 
It is most common— statistically most normal— for a person to maintain 
tile status of his parents, whetlier that status was high or low.’® And 
it is only a small minority that moves from low status and high status. 
Despite the increase in the proportion and number of nonmanual jobs 
that follows intensified industrialization, between two-thirds and three- 
fourths of all employed people interviewed in three separate surveys 
from 1945 to 1952 had kept the status of their fatliers as manual or non- 
manual workers. But more than half of the remaining third or fourth 
of the manual-labor force had moved up into nonmanual jobs from 
manual-laboring families.®® 

Most of the ordinary, day-to-day associations beriveen people tend 
to continue status, though these associations do not necessarily per- 
petuate status. These association patterns are among the most con- 
servative influences in any society. One is raised in a family of a 
particular status and is most comfortable when he associates with 
people who are Uke his family in status. One lives in a neighborhood 
that is usually homogeneous in status— though not necessarily in the 
occupation aspect of status. Manual and nonmanual workers of com- 
parable income can and do live in the same neighborhoods, because 
they can equally afford the same quality of housing. One works be- 
side people who share Iiis occupational and income status. Because 
of neighborhood stratification one’s children are apt to associate in 
schools that are to a considerable degree status-segregated; and one 
plays— in social clubs, sporting associations, etc.— with people whose 
status is like his own. 

This assumes that tlie occupational status of the extractive jobs in farming, 
forestry, fishing, and mining is roughly on a par with manufacturing. 

16 See Barber, op. cit.. Table 32, p. 453. 

1® For relation between son’s and father’s occupation, see Lipset and Bendix, 
op. cit., 89. 

20 Ibid., 88. 
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Social status and individual development 

By a variety of criteria it is clear that high status facilitates and low 
status inhibits the exploitation by an individual of his native talent. 
A study of 1000 high school graduates in Milwaukee in 1937-1938 who 
had intelligence quotient scores of 117 and above shows the effect of 
parental income. When the study was made, one-fourth of the gradu- 
ates whose parents had incomes below $1500 were in college and three- 
fourths of those in the same IQ category whose parents earned $3000 
or more were in college.*^ In the Elmtown study, there was similar 
correlation between status and educational achievement, plus intimate 
evidence of the ways in which family background and school adminis- 
tration encouraged adolescents of high status and discouraged tliose 
of low status.*^ It is far easier for a person to retain the status of his 
parents than to change it either up or down. 

The tension of disappointed aspirations may be weaker among most 
people than the tension of social alienation from one’s status equals, 
and therefore the tension of alienation operates to inhibit aspirations 
to rise in status. For those with unusually strong desires to improve 
their status, the process is available— at the cost of a considerable de- 
gree of loneliness as one denies his fonner equals and is denied by 
those whose equals he wants to be. But those who ha\ e high status 
may be freer of tension after all. At least Buchanan and Cantril have 
found that in 1948 individuals “with higher socio-economic status feel 
more secure than the lower groups’’ in Australia, Britain, France, Ger- 
many, Italy, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, and the United States.*® 

The mythology of the grand social leap from peasant to prime min- 
ister persists in the face of overwhelming evidence that these leaps are 
rare and tliat when people advance they usually do so by short, slow 
steps. Most business leaders in America before and after the Indus- 
trial Revolution in the mid-nineteenth century have been the sons of 

See Barber, op. cit., 400-401. 

** Hollingshead, op. cit., ch. 8. 

** William Buchanan and Hadley Cantril, How Nations See Each Other, Urbana, 
University of Illinois Press, 1953, 29. To me, part of the explanation for this 
necessitates use of a need hierarchy, so that those who are well fed and well 
accepted by their social equals are nonetheless frustrated in their self-esteem and 
self-actualization but have less total tension because their physical and social 
needs are met. The finding of Buchanan and Cantril docs not stale this; although 
this explanation helps understand observed phenomena, it remains hypothetical. 



256 Human nature in politics 

business leaders.** Henry Ford II is more typical than his grandfather, 
the original Henry, as an example of status and mobility. Virtually all 
of the top political “decision-makers” in American national government 
have been the sons of farmers, businessmen, and professionals. Cor- 
relatively, only 4% of all persons who became either President, Vice 
President, or a member of the Presidents Cabinet in the period from 
1789 to 1934 were the sons of wage earners.-® Although John Quincy 
Adams is the only son of a President who ever became President, he 
is far more typical in his social status than was Abraham Lincoln, who 
became the prime exemplar and prime object of the virtual mythology 
of moving from log cabin to White House. Of course the case of 
neither Henry Ford II nor of J. Q. Adams is typical, for in fact there 
is no significant pattern of familial inheritance of high office in nations 
that have shed quite completely the last relics of feudalism like primo- 
geniture and entailed estates. But believers in the mythology are likely 
to be shocked and puzzled at these aristocratic phenomena and none- 
theless to accept as normal reality the equally atypical cases of the 
first Henry Ford and Abraham Lincoln. 

Beliefs as causes of mobility 

What causes social mobility? Recent research has elegantly and yet 
cautiously described it. Its causes are not yet adequately ex-plored. 
This has not prevented the persistent existence of folklore which, in its 
most common expression until at least the Great Depression of the 
1930s, has said it was all up to the individual whether he advanced or 
not. Those who showed initiative, perseverance, unshatterable faith, 
and did not stop work when the wliistle blew at quitting time would 
surely get ahead. The sluggards would fall behind, settle to the bot- 
tom of the heap, and become the social pariahs, the constitutionally 
weak and sinful slotlis who are always ready with arms hopelessly 
extended sideways in resignation to fate or beseechingly exiended for- 
ward in search of alms. 

A contrapuntal theme finds the cause of mobility in society. One 
gets ahead because society honors and otherwise rewards people who 
get ahead. Or— to use the social argument to explain the opposite 
result— the social system makes it impossible for the downtrodden to 

2* Lipset and Bendix, op. cit., ch. 4, Social MobiIit>' and the American Busines.s 
Elite. Note particularly Table 4.4, p. 134 and Barber, op. cit., 443—462. 

22 Donald R. Matthews, The Social Background of Political Decision-Makers, 
Garden City, Doubled.iy & Co., 1954, 23. 
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get ahead, by a variety of sinister (or coldly objective) techniques for 
maintaining the wealth and power of the rich and potent. 

On the face of it, neither of these views has anything to do with 
the reality of causation of status mobility. But in reality both these 
views are at least peripheral causes of tlie mobility pattern in a 
society. If people believe they can get ahead solely by their own 
efforts, they may indeed rise in social status in part because of this 
belief even though they also get considerable support from “society.” 
If people believe they cannot get ahead because “society” will not let 
them, they are less likely to do so, all other relevant forces being equal. 
One can at least logically factor out tlie relevance of belief, saying it is 
a post-hoc manifestation of a socially (or organically) derived social 
itch to excel, but the causal relevance of belief seems reasonable. It 
need not reflect a true appraisal of causality so long as it impels or 
impedes the status-striving activity. *** 

But this set of cognitive maps, crediting either the individual or 
society for mobility or die lack of it, is itself probably in part derivative 
of a separate factor that is easily confused with these pseudo-scientific 
maps. The value system in a particular society inevitably includes a 
belief in the virtue and/or vice (as distinct from a belief in the “scien- 
tific” causation) of social mobility. A .society based on the old Platonic 
notion that the shoemaker should stick to Iiis last or whicli uses the 
Aristotelian rationale justifying slavery as being appropriate to the 
nature of slaves will afford fewer opportunities for individual advance- 
ment in status than one based on the proposition that all men are 
created equal. These inequalitarian or equalitarian values have often 
been expres.sed as scientific facts (Aristotle so described slaves and 
slavery, and Jefferson regarded natural equality as a self-evident 
truth). But more exactly they are the part of a social belief system 
which has to do widi good and bad. Societies say it is good or bad 
for people of low station to try to move up the line, and they admire 
or condemn people accordingly. This valuation of mobility is of 
^usative significance just as is the closely related belief in what causes 

It; and both are, for present practical analytical purposes, social in 
origin. 

It is easy to suppose that a belief in equality makes for mobility 
and a belief in inequality inhibits it, but there would probably be far 

h CoIumbu.s' notion of where he was 

headed did not Impede his progress. Indeed some idea of direction and coal were 
necessary to his arrival at an unintended destination. 
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less mobility if there were not simultaneously a belief in both. That 
is, if people do not generally regard some occupations as superior to 
others in prestige, they will not have the same degree of impetus 
for status advancement. This is another way of saying that fhe social 
value of hierarchy is necessary to mobility just as is the social value 
of equality. Societies on this dimension differ not in a behef in 
hierarchy but rather in what should be done about it and how rela- 
tively important it is. If they believe in a socially determined hier- 
archy they are more likely to accept a belief in equality and to depred- 
ate status. Jefferson simultaneously believed that all men are created 
equal and that a natural aristocracy should be allowed to emerge, but 
free of social restrictions on movement from one status to another. If 
societies believe in a naturally determined hierarchy, they are more 
likely to accept and support laws and conventions designed to perpetu- 
ate status by social restrictions which they believe are merely in accord 
with the natural and inherited superiority of high-status individuals. 

Belief in hierarchy is widespread regardless of tlie belief in what 
should be done about it. In a variety of cultures, all to a degree in- 
dustrialized but not all Western European, a remarkable similarity in 
the relative status of various occupations has been discovered. In the 
United States, Soviet Union, Great Britain, New Zealand, Germany, 
and Japan, public opinion surveys have indicated substantial con- 
sensus as to which occupations outrank which other ones, and data 
from Brazil and the Philippines correlate with the other findings.*^ 
Each of these societies is not only industrialized to a considerable 
degree but also committed to equalitarian values. The implication of 
this is that in a society witli a complicated di\’ision of labor the two 
supposedly conflicting values of equality and hierarchy are necessary 
to each other. In a society that highly values equality, the conflict 
is resolved or synthesized, regardless of tlie expressed values, as a 
belief in the equality of opportunity. 

Industrialization as a cause of mobility 

But these cognitive maps, explaining the reasons for status differ- 
ences and the value-systems that uneasily compromise between equal- 
ity and liierarchy, are not the only important forces producing mo- 
bility. A Polish sociologist comparing the socialist and capitalist sys- 

See A. Inkeles and P. H. Rossi, National Comparisons of Occupational Prestige, 
American Journal of Sociology, 61:329-339 (1956). 
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terns says that mobility is necessary in both, in the former just as much 
as the latter, because both so highly value the creation of wealth and 
both need mobility to elicit the special talents required to produce 
wealth on a large scale. He says “it is the ‘social-economic expan- 
sion’ and not the revolutionary introduction of a socialist order which 
can be considered a necessary condition of this increase” in social 
mobility.®* 

The question is not yet answerable with any real quantitative exacti- 
tude. But it does seem quite clear that the great movement ofiF the 
land into the cities— the first real stage in what we abstractly label 
mobility— has occurred in the process of industrialization and that tlie 
differing and similar belief systems of capitalism and socialism have 
come after industrialization began. These belief systems ha^'e given 
some direction to industrialization but probably have not directly 
caused either it or the mobility wliich is partly the consequence of 
industrialization. Indirectly, however, tlie belief in equality has con- 
tributed greatly to mobility, not just as I have previously indicated 
but as a factor contributing to the following causes, which are related 
to each other and to the belief system. 

Inlergroup contact as a cause of mobility 

Interaction behveen members in different status groups is neces- 
sary-interaction that is not just formal or involves physical proximity 
but which also establishes psychic ties. These ties must be established 
so that individuals not only recognize the differences but also sense 
that the barriers of difference are surmountable. A person of lower 
status thus senses that he is in significant ways like the person of higher 
status and can become like him in status. 

The importance of psychic interaction to mobility may be best 
shown by illustration. Peasants and the sons of peasants may live 
near noblemen or otlier kinds of landlords for generations with little 
more interaction than that between peasants and their oxen. Sym- 
pathy and even affection may develop without there ever being a sub- 
jective sense of similarity. Such phenomena as the jus primae noctis 
or the simple seduction of a peasant girl by her father’s lord are not 
ill regarded— by the lord at any rate— because the one is seen as the 
instrument, not the equal, of the other. They are different creatures.®® 

•* Quoted in Llpset and Bendix, op. cit., 282. 

** The phenomenon of social distance did not of course die with the birth of 
industrialization. On one occasion a person reported to a gentle Christian lady 
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When and for whatever reasons people of lower status come to know 
those of higher status as fellow creatures, the state of mind that pro- 
duces status aspirations can then develop. Until he sees that he has at 
least enough of the intelligence, ambition, aggressiveness, skill, and 
ability to compete with others who are above him, the person of low 
status will stay where he is. Until he sees liimself as being equal both 
in the value sense and in his competence, he will not compete. Once 
he gets this sense of equality, he begins to resent and to fight against 
social sanctions which discriminate against liim without regard to his 
competence. 

Under such circumstances a low-status person characteristically 
wants to associate with high status. He wants to climb a rung or two 
on the ladder— on the same ladder that is available to others. He 
wants to go to the same schools, live in the same neighborhoods, buy 
the same kind of clothes and other goods, and to have the same single 
political vote that otliers have. He wishes, that is, to establish closer 
social identity with others. This desire, so often ignored by those not 
in real-life contact with status problems, is intuitively sensed by both 
white people who bitterly oppose racial integration and colored people 
who insist upon it. The rhetorical question by the prejudiced white 
person— “Would you want your daughter to marry one of them?”— is 
precisely appropriate, however remote in reality the problem of inter- 
racial marriage may be. It is appropriate because marriage— as dis- 
tinct from rape or seduction— is one of the most central manifesta- 
tions of social equality, at least in tlie modem industrialized world. 

It is no accident that a discussion of status in terms of occupation, 
education, and property should here touch by implication on ethnic 
minority status. So interrelated are the economic and ethnic kinds of 
social distinction that minority groups as such have often, though not 
always, suffered the displeasures of low social status. The successive 
waves of non-Nordic non-Protestant immigrants to America have typi- 
cally entered society at tlie lowest status levels. During periods of 
railroad construction in the Southern United States in the early nine- 
teenth century, Irish immigrants were employed as road workers be- 
cause their death from tropical disease was less costly than that of a 
sturdy Negro slave. Again, Italians pried the usually willing Irish off 
the social bottom, and so have Puerto Ricans wedged themselves under 

on his \ isil to a copper mining town in Utah. He expressed puzzlement that the 
miners could live in such cramped and dingy homes, to wliich the gentle lady 
replied: “They don’t mind. They’re Mexicans.” 
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Negroes, Italians, and Irish in New York City. It cannot truly be said 
that any ethnic minority as such has in America been forced into a 
caste, but Negroes in the South until the 1940s and 50s were to all 
intents a caste. An ethnic minority that has newly arrived, tliereby 
combining ethnicity wth immigrant status, has repeatedly acquired 
the lowest social status in America, to rise inevitably with the passage 
of time. The refusal to accept forever a lowly state has combined with 
minority status to produce mobility. 

Operating jointly with these other factors, family solidarity appears 
to be a common factor, though perhaps not necessarily antecedent to 
status mobility. In the lonely process of establishing identification 
with people who are alien to them yet dominate the culture, immi- 
grants have to have unusually strong family ties to survive the an- 
guished period of rejection. Tliis is typically associated with ethnic 
solidarity, so that entire ethnic groups, living in the same neighbor- 
hoods and in similarly close-knit families, weather tlie storms of assimi- 
lation and status improvement together. And when a woman marries 
a man of lower status, she is apt to bring up the children so as to gain 
back her childhood status or to impro\e it. There is no reason to 
believe that such mixed-status families are notably happy; a strong 
mother is often found to be married to an ineffectual husband. But 
the interstatus and extrafamilial frustrations do appear to be directed 
toward status improvement.®'’ 

Organic causes of mobility 

Each of the causes of mobility just described is social, though I do 
not pretend to have mentioned all of the social causes. But the social 
causes are not all tlie causes and, like all beliavior, the mobility of 
individuals is a function of the interaction of the organism and the 
environment. In a chicken-and-egg polemic that has been hidden be- 
hind a massive array of c*onvenient data, environmentalists have so 
emphasized the social influences that they have implicitly become not 
only primary but almost exclusive. The chicken causes the egg, so 
pay no attention to the egg as a cause of the chicken. But there is 
some evidence that organic factors are involved in mobility— again 
operating in no more solitude than several social factors do but none- 
theless operating discretely. The evidence has been little sought, 
partly because it does not much interest social scientists and partly 

Lipset and Bendix, op. cit., 249-250. 
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because it is a little hard to separate out. And it is slim. But one 
study has indicated that rural migrants to cities tend to have higher 
IQs than those who stay on the farm.^^ It is well kno\vn that no means 
has yet been found to purely test one’s native intelligence. It is also 
known that social factors, mainly parental, influence one’s intellectual 
aspiration level, including performance on IQ tests. But it is also well 
known that one does not altogether acquire his intelligence through 
training. Innate differences in intelligence and energy level presum- 
ably influence mobility, however these forces are directed and shaped 
by a variety of social influences, but there is httle evidence to indi- 
cate how much. 

For whatever reasons, again not easily described as altogether social, 
people who seek higher status have superior ability to defer gratifica- 
tions, notably marriage, in order to train themselves in more exacting 
skills or to save money for business investment. Since such people are 
self-selected within broad categories of people who share the same low 
status but do not move together out of that status, it is reasonable to 
explore directly the psycliic differences between those who do and 
do not seek a change of status. But until this is done, we can say no 
more than that it seems highly improbable that all the factors are 
environmental. 

We must at the same time recognize there remains in the most 
equality-oriented societies— notably the SoWet Union but also Western 
Europe and America— a large set of formal and informal barriers which 
render more difficult the task of rising in status when one is of low 
birth and make easier the retention and improvement of status when 
one is bom in high status. Nevertheless, to paraphrase Oliver Wendell 
Holmes, it will take more than the Declaration of Independence to 
persuade me that all men are created equal in their competence. The 
author of the Declaration did not e\ en believe tliat himself. To re- 
iterate, he believed that there was a natural aristocracy but that there 
should not be one imposed by society. And this takes us back to the 

C. T. Pihlblad and C. L. Gregory, Selective Aspects of Migration among Mis- 
souri High School Graduates, American Sociological Revietc, 19 : 314-324 (1954). 
The study also found that cit>' residents who had migrated to cities averaged higher 
intelligence tlian city residents who had not become such by migration, that the 
larger the city, the higher the average intelligence, and Uie farther one migrated 
the higher the intelligence. The study makes no claim that geniuses are lliose 
who left the farm for the remotest big city or that people who have left Missouri, 
where the study was done, are really more intelligent than those who leave 
New York or California or Alabama. 
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distinction between inherent capacity and inherent worth, a distinc- 
tion which is often ignored in social science, because the high value 
placed on human beings sometimes makes tlieir students insist that 
people are in all inherent respects alike. 

Marginality 

We have just considered some of the causes of mobility. Now we 
move to marginality, that consequence of mobility which has great 
political portent. For it is when people are crossing the barbed-wire 
fences or the railroad tracks or passing in front of the ticket windows 
which separate the insiders from tlie outsiders, the better from the 
good, the saints from the strangers, that tliey are most anxious. Before 
one has passed the boundary he is excited but not fearfully worried. 
After he is on the other side he senses usually that he can get along. 
But when he is moving across the border he worries about tearing his 
pants, getting run down, being denied admission, or being damned 
forever to the status in which he was bom. 

Marginality can by no stretch of the sociological imagination be lim- 
ited to the boundaries between socio-economic groups, that is, classes. 
A tribesman or peasant who has lived in a rural village of his ancestors 
but now moves to the big city (Nairobi, Calcutta, or Jakarta) suffers 
severely from the unease of marginality. So does the immigrant; the 
member of the racial minority who is mo\ ing out of caste-like restric- 
tions imposed by the majority; a skilled workingman’s son who goes 
to technical school; and the able, energetic Scotch immigrant’s son who 
graduates from Princeton and inanies the dean’s daughter. And so in 
a very special, highly individual way does the renegade from an upper- 
class background who becomes the radical leader of the working class. 

Two observations are appropriate before proceeding further. Most 
people are not marginal but are stably located within the segment of 
society into which they were bom. One American study indicates 
that almost lialf of the interviewed manual workers had worked at 
nonmanual jobs. And six out of ten nonmanual workers had worked 
at manual jobs. But the individual manual workers had spent 80^e of 
their careers in manual jobs, and the nonmanual workers had spent 
16% of their working years in nonmaniial jobs.^’ Most occupational 

** For a penetrating, speculative, literate consideration of the problem of racial 
and status marginality, see Philip Mason, Prospero'^ Magic: Some Thoughts nn 
Class and Race, London, Oxford University Press, 1002. 

•• See Lipset and Bendix, op. clt., 165-169. 
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mobility is confined to a change within the broad categories of manual 
or nonmanual and does not produce the tension that attends climbing 
the higher fence between working and middle classes. 

The second observation is that mobility can be up or down and can 
produce similar although not identical anxieties in eitlier case. A study 
of 130 American veterans of the Second World War showed that those 
whose postwar jobs were lower in status than their prewar jobs were 
racially more prejudiced than tliose whose jobs involved a rise in social 
status.®* A more recent study used the raw data of the extensive 
Berelson-Lazarsfeld-McPhee Elmira Project, and thus had over four 
times as many cases to analyze as Bettelheim and Janowitz. This study 
found that both die upwardly and downwardly mobile were more 
prejudiced than those not in motion from one class to another. Indeed 
when it came to saying what they would do, as distinct from saying 
merely what they thought, the up^^'ardIy mobile were more often 
willing to exclude Negroes and Jews from their neighborhood than 
were the downwardly mobile.®® In America, members of the middle 
class whose fathers were in the working class are more likely to aban- 
don the Democratic party and vote for the conservative Republican 
party tlian are middle-class people whose fathers were also middle 
class. The opposite is consistently true in Germany and Scandinavia; 
middle-class voters of working class background are more likely to re- 
main nonconservative than those whose backgroimd is middle class.®® 
This may mean that it is easier to become assimilated to the middle 
class in America than in Europe,®' but it does not explain why there 
is a higher frequency of nonconservative voting among those in 
America who are from middle-class background than among those 
who have moved into the middle class from a working-class back- 
ground. Those who cross class lines, at least in America, apparently 
overreact, overadapt, to their new social status. 

3* Bruno Bettelheim and Morris Janowitz, The Dynamics of Prejudice, New York, 
Harper & Bros., 1950. The total sample of 130 people included 18 downwardly 
mobile, 68 not mobile, and 44 upwardly mobile. See Table 4 (IV), p. 59. 

3® J. Greenblum and L. 1. Pearlin, Vertical Mobility and Prejudice: A Socio- 
Psychological Analysis, in Reinhard BendLx and Seymour Martin Lipset, Class, 
Status, and Power, Glencoe, 111., The Free Press, 1953, 480-^91. 

3® Lipset and Bendix, op. cit.. Table 2.7, p. 67. 

37 In Sweden, middle-class people from working-class backgrounds appeared more 
conservatixe if they owned a car tlian if they lacked tliis means of physical mo- 
bility. See ibid.. Tabic 2.8, p. 68. 
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Marginality means tension 

Marginality as a consequence of mobility means almost tautologi- 
cally that the marginal are more active than those who are not chang- 
ing status. They are shedding major aspects of their personality and 
adopting new ones. They suflFer from a variety of feelings: p,uilt, be- 
cause they are to a degree renouncing the people { especially their 
parents) in the status group which nurtured them and set many of tlie 
rules for their behavior; solitude, because they have severed old ties 
and not yet established new ones; conformism, because they feel tliey 
must sedulously adopt the customs of the better status group if they 
are ever to be accepted by it; and a radical ambivalence of die self, 
as they see themselves from time to time failing the past that nurtured 
them, failing in their efforts to enter a new status, and failing to 
measure up to a self-image of virtue in either the Greek or the puri- 
tanical sense. They feel neitlier noble nor free of sin. 

Marginality, whether attending upward or downward mobility, re- 
flects upward aspirations which invest the marginal person, whether 
he freely accepts them or not. The upwardly mobile person wants to 
achieve the status above him. The downwardly mobile fears he will 
fall from die gracious status he was born into. Even if a person has 
neither ability nor desire to rise, the predominant social value is up- 
ward mobility, not adjustment to one’s own abilities and competence. 
Tliis makes the reality of movement painful for both, perhaps doubly 
painful to the downward mover because lie is degraded if he moves, 
whereas the upward mover is upgraded. 

In politics this fevered, an.xious state of mind is apt to produce at 
once a conformity to the most conventional and ob^•ious values of the 
higher status group and a kind of jungle lawlessness because the old 
rules which have been followed no longer lead to success. There is 
an eagerness to project outward the sense of personal inadequacy and 
to blame other people or things for one’s own sensed faults. The up- 
wardly mobile, with his new possession.s in his new neighborhood, will 
condemn the flashy, pushy people who try to show off their wealth. 
The downwardly mobile, with his once expensive car, his rundown 
house in a once elegant neighborhood, will similarly condemn the 
pushy ones. Those of higher status, who are used to having poli- 
tical influence that accords with tlieir status, may join extremely retro- 
gressive .social movements which will return society to the glorious 
past when the best and most confonning people ruled. With an ex- 
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posed root system, such people are prone to bury their roots in the 
first political soil or night soil differing from that of the group which 
they have rejected or which rejects them. Rootlessness and norm- 
lessness, which Durkheim combines in the name anomy, can make for 
political extremism, which combines conventionality with a mob-like 
rejection of all law, in what Lubell has called the politics of revenge. 

But it is equally important to observe that in their extraordinary 
activity marginal people can become the leaders of the society and the 
polity, which are advancing toward both the subjective personal equal- 
ity of equal inherent worth and the objective equality of more equal 
possession of both goods and opportunities. Not by any means do all 
marginal people adopt the anti-constitutional policies of left- or right- 
wing revenge. If Joseph McCarthy was a marginal man, so was 
Abraham Lincoln. If some German status-anxious shopkeepers and 
clerks became ardent Nazis, so did some become dedicated anti-Nazis, 
and marginality was evident in at least some.®® Marginality does pro- 
duce hyperactivity and at least nonaverage anxiety, but the channels 
in which this tense energy moves are as broad as tlie political spec- 
trum, quite regardless of the impressive and unimpressive evidence 
about the marginal origins of Nazism. 

Mental differences between classes 

Marx said that one's personality is a result of his social relations, 
particularly his class relations. Neither he nor those who have been 
conscious of class since his time have contributed much to a knowl- 
edge of the mental differences beriveen people in various social groups. 
To avoid speculating wildly, I will not go much beyond extant data in 
this still little-explored area and— violating common custom— \\'ill start 
at the bottom, which is the least understood by both the readers and 
writers of books. 

88 Of the 21 cases of anti-Nazis that David M. Levy studied, only 1 could surely 
be called upper -middle class (an historian); at least 8 were lower-middle class 
(for example clerk, druggist, tailor, or farm manager); and 13 were products of 
the crossing of religious or nationality lines in the marriages of their parents. See 
his Anti-Nazis: Criteria of Differentiation, in Alfred H. Stanton and Stewart E. 
Perry, PersotuilUy and Political Crisis, Glencoe, 111., The Free Press, 1951, 151-227. 
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The bottom stratum 

By the bottom I mean not tlie working class but the semi-employed 
class who give the working class something to look down on as sliift- 
less, improvident breeders of the shiftless and improsident. There 
is no need to picture this group in detail— as it has been with con- 
siderable success by Hollingshead because politically its members 
are almost completely inactive and, unlike members of other groups, 
are marginal to society itself. They engage in minimal contacts of an 
economic and social sort on the job, at school, and (with abnormally 
high frequency) with the police. Otherwise— notably as regards poli- 
tics— they are almost altogether out of society. The extent to which 
they compose mobs in times of social unrest is quite \mknown. They 
may not even take tliis part in politics. These arc the poor whose 
annals are short and simple and whose li\es, miserable or not, are 
stunted. Our contact with them has probably not much changed 
over the sesquicentennium since the following was written: 

Poor people are often censured for want of frugality and economy in the 
management of their earnings. In particular, tliey are accused of extrax a- 
gance in eating wheaten bread; of being over-nice in neglecting as tlu*y do 
the use of potatoes; and of a luxurious excess in drinking tea. 

Wheaten bread may be eaten alone with pleasure; but potatoes lecjuire 
either meat or milk to make them go down. . . . Poor people indeed 
give them to their children in greasy water, in wliich they lia\c’ boiled 
their greens and their morsel of bacon. 

Still you exclaim, Tea is a luxunj. If you mean fine hyson tea, sweetened 
with refined sugar, and softened with creant, I readily admit it to be .so. 
But this is not tlic tea of the poor. Spring water, just coloured with a few 
leaves of the lowest-priced tea, and sweetened witli the brownest sugar, is 
the luxury for wliich you reproach them. To this they ha\e recourse from 
mere necessity: and were they now to be deprixed of this they would im- 
mediately be reduced to bread and water. . . 

It should not be forgotten that tliis lowest status group, like the 
others, is composed of ever-changing individuals. There may be a 
residuum of people descended from fourteen generations of tlic bot- 
tom, but historically there has been a continuous floxv in and out, as 
can be observed most clearly in America. Irish in the early nine- 


** See Hollingshead, op. cit., 110-120 and passim, on what In* calls Class V. 

Rector David Davies, The Case of Lahaitrers in Unsl/antlnj, 1790. Quoted hy 
pc-rmission of the Twentieth Century Fund, from W. S. \Voytinsk>' and E. S. 
Woytinsky, World Pojwlalion and ProdtictUm: Trends and Oulloak, New York, 
Twentieth Century Fund, 1953, 282-283. 
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teenth century almost without exception were in the lowest status 
group and are now spread throughout all statuses. The same has been 
true of other immigrant groups, including Chinese and Japanese on 
the West Coast. The same is occurring in that group which an Ameri- 
can sectional mytliology has quite persistently assigned the bottom- 
most role by their natural-bom characteristics: Negroes at last are 
gradually merging into all social strata. 


The working class and the middle class 

The working class— people who work with Uieir hands in jobs re- 
quiring more or less skill but also the continuous labor which the 
bottom-most class does not typically produce-is somewhat better 
known and can be compared with the middle class. They are more 
inclined than middle-class people to follow impulses and less inclined 
to defer gratifications; there is a greater difference between their aspi- 
rations and their acts than among the middle class. Their aspirations 
are nonetheless relatively modest, centering around hopes of going into 
some small business for tliemselves or getting more skilled, more in- 
teresting, or otherwise pleasant work.*^ 

In their social views, no clear-cut pattern of race prejudice appears 
unequivocally,** though there is some sliglit evidence that working 
people may be more ethnocentric than the middle class.*’ But there is 
fairly convincing evidence that the working class is more conformist 
to the demands for the repression of civil liberties than is the middle 
class. Large samples in the Stoutfer study and in American Institute 
of Public Opinion surveys have shown that working-class people and 
the correlative status category of low educational achievement are 
consistently less tolerant of free speech in America than are middle- 
class people and those with more education.** Such findings may 
shock people who idealize the working class as being unusually hu- 

*1 See Barber, op. cit., 307-315. 

<2 See R. Centers, Attitude and Belief in Relation to Occupational Stratification, 
Journal of Social Psijchology, 27: 159-183 (1948). Reprinted in Daniel Katz et 
al.. Public Opinion and Propaganda, New York, The Dryden Press, 1954, 132-151. 
*3 T. Adorno et al., The Authoritarian Personality, New York, Harper & Bros., 
1950, 265-269. 

Samuel A. Stouffer, Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties, Carden City, 
Doubleday and Co., 1955, 138, 90. And note an independent finding of com- 
parable class differences in V. O. Key, Jr., Public Opinion and American Democ- 
racy, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1961, Table 6.8, p. 136. 
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mane and liberal. Humane liberals assume that because tliey to a 
degree identify with the working class, the working class also identi- 
fies with them. 

A major implication of such findings is that tlie working class is not 
per se any less conservative than any other class. Indeed it may be 
more conservative because it is more directly dependent on the un- 
interrupted operation of an industrial system that furnishes jobs. The 
working class in a successfully pri\ate-capitalist country like the 
United States is probably less inclined to advocate political change 
than the working class in a state-capitalist country like the So\iet 
Union. And since workingmen in both countries are steadily better 
off than they ever were before and better off than tlieir forefathers, 
neither is likely to be interested in revolution, whereas the peasant 
population in a country only beginning to industrialize may very 
enthusiastically support revolution. This may lead some to the notion 
that the bright hope of the future is no longer tlie workingman but 
the deprived peasant or tribesman of Africa or Asia. If they should 
also prove to be fallibly human, perhaps a new ethnic group from 
outer space will come to the rescue of a beloved imagery. 

In the case of neither the American nor Russian workingman nor 
the African or Asian peasant is there profound liberalism or con- 
servatism. In all such cases there is much more persuasive evidence 
of self-interest, which may be served on occasion by change and on 
occasion by stasis. It is puzzling why the downtrodden should be 
expected to show a large measure of humanitarian concern— of liberal- 
ism— where working-class interests arc not e\ident. It would indeed 
he an odd state of affairs if tliose who get less in a society would be 
seriously concerned with the welfare of those who get more. Iluinani- 
tarianism is sometimes a necessity for those \\ho have more; it re- 
mains a luxury for those who ha\e less. It is not the people per se, 
but the condition of their stomachs and pockelbooks that controls. 
Tliere is no evidence that, within the community that is real for them, 
workingmen are any less generous than any others in tlieir real com- 
munities. But workers live in a less extended community, one that 
is large in the number of its people hut small in the breadth of its in- 
terests. If these observations sound too much like an excuse for work- 

For llic hair-breadth escape of some young pop«l!i^(s from llu'ir iiMciuled hem- 
ficiiiries in a peasant village in prerevolutionary Hussia, see \V. S. W’oytitisky. 
Stormy Paisage, New York, The Vanguard Fress, 1901, 09-8.5. 
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ing-class people, bear in mind that until there is complete equality 
of opportunity and far more equal income, lower-status people will 
continue to have situational reasons for lacking the greater breadth 
of outlook of those in higher-status groups. 

The top stratum 

The upper class often appears to be nothing more than a tired or 
aged middle class. It is not the same as the French prerevolutionary 
bourgeoisie who, in a happy symbiosis with the royal court, exchanged 
money for royally confirmed feudal, that is, upper-class titles. Such 
middle-class members are marginal to the upper class but not yet in it 
—though their children through schooling in the proper institutions 
and marriage into the proper families may achieve it. 

The upper class might be presumed by the public or by itself to 
be the ruling class, but its power is more apparent than real. It is 
vigorous members of the upper-middle class, often contemptuous of 
the upper class yet enWous of it, who are bent on becoming rulers and 
have the energy and acumen to do so. 

Occasional upper-class individuals like Thomas Jefferson, James 
Madison, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, Winston Churchill, 
and Jawaliarlal Nehru may become rulers, indeed great rulers. Pro- 
portional to its size, the upper class doubtless oversupplies rulers to 
the total society. But it seems far more common to observe individ- 
uals like George Washington, Alexander Hamilton, Andrew Jackson, 
Abraham Lincoln, Herbert Hoover, and Dwight Eisenhower emerging 
from the lower- or upper-middle class to positions of political leader- 
sliip in modem society. 

Aside from producing rulers, like Jefferson, who as individuals re- 
nounce their political loyalties to their own kind, tlie upper class in 
politics seems to be a consei^’ative influence that lacks the real power 
of the bourgeoisie and of the working class. The upper class, how- 
ever, may— as in Nazi Germany— form a power coalition, so tliat for a 
few moments at least the upper class may dream happy daydreams of 
wielding all power. Tlieir ancestors did wield it with vigor but tlie 
upper class must now share it with members of the bourgeoisie and 
proletariat. 



The politics of status 


271 


The status of status politics 

These considerations of status relationships between classes and po- 
litical leaders are reserved for consideration in the next chapter. We 
can meanwliile close but not seal a discussion of status witli a brief 
recapitulation. 

It may have been usually true that, as Madison and Marx have 
said, inequality of property is the most enduring cause of political 
conflict. But it may be better to broaden the concept to status and 
say that differences in status, when these become rigid and socially 
enforced, have been and remain an enduring cause of conflict. By 
so broadening tlie concept w'e can include conflicts like the Protestant 
Reformation and the process of decolonization in which wars or revo- 
lutions have been pursued for other than merely (or even primarily) 
economic considerations. Ea)nomic status is not equal to socio-eco- 
nomic status, which in turn is not coextensive with status. Tlic color 
of a man’s skin, the colors of his national flag, the hue of liis religion 
—all these can establish politically portentous status distinctions. 

Social science, interested in liuman aggregates, has perhaps tended 
to overemphasize the need for a sense of common interest to emerge 
before a status category can become a self-conscious class. To some 
degree class consciousness is necessary for common action, but to say 
so leaves indistinct, in concept and in research, the difference between 
a million men who think alike and a million men who sliare the same 
thoughts. There is certainly no lingual community consciousness in 
the fact that all Englishmen speak English. There is not necessarily 
class consciousness if each unemployed person \’otes for the same 
candidate because that candidate appeals to the self- (not class-) in- 
terest of each unemployed person. 

In his study of social class identification. Centers emphasizes the 
Marxian concept that class consciousness is necessary to turn a stratum 
into a class. The puzzling thing is that he finds (but does not dis- 
cuss) a higher correlation between objective economic status and vote 
than between subjective class identification and vote— a finding that 
does not destroy the consciousness tlieory but weakens it.*"* The same 

** Richard Centers, The Psi/chology of Social CUisses; a Stiultj of Class Conscious- 
ness, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1949. In Table 34, p. 114, there is a 
correlation of .36 between class affiliation and vote, .45 between economic status 
and vote, and .57 between conservatism-radicalism and vote. 
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fin din g appears in a study of tlie 1951 British election, the investiga- 
tors finding a “slightly stronger” correlation between objective class 
status and vote than between class identification and vote.*' If these 
findings, which are little or not at all discussed by their finders, are 
confirmed, tliere will indeed be confirmation that an individual need 
not be conscious of his social position to be politically affected by it, 
and that indeed having a class consciousness is less portentous than 
having a class unconsciousness, in the Freudian sense. Both criteria 
(objective and subjective) are good predictors of how one will vote, 
and subjective identification refines the objective category. When 
objective status and subjective identification combine in the same in- 
dividual, both tlie effect of one’s socio-economic self-interest and the 
effect of one’s awareness of the group nature of his self-interest operate 
as vectors moving the individual in the same direction. 

Aside from the difficult problem of objective and subjective class- 
status, a major remaining difficulty lies in understanding internal, 
mental conflict between self-interest and various group identifications. 
In tlie British election of 1951, the most important issue for all those 
interviewed was preservation of peace (and yet class status and identi- 
fication still operated as significant forces).*® In deciding whether 
to vote Conservative or Labour, was a person doing so as a working- 
man or as a war veteran? In tlieir study of the 1952 American elec- 
tion, Campbell and associates reported tliat the portion of trade-union 
members who voted Democratic dropped from 55 to 43% of skilled and 
from 52 to 39% of semi-skilled workingmen.*® Did these reductions 
in Democratic support among workingmen reflect a sense that the Re- 
publican party had suddenly become tlie workingman’s friend, or that 
Eisenhower could bring peace out of the nagging Korean conflict? 

Socio-economic status continues to operate in politics but not with 
the monolithic force that Marx attributed to it and by no means with 
sole reference to economic status. From time to time noneconomic 

R. S. Milne and H. C. Niackenzie, Straight Fight: a Study of Voting Behaviour 
in the Constituency of Bristol North-East at the General Election of 1951, London, 
The Hansard Society, 1954, 43. 

See ibid., 102. 

« Angus Campbell et al., The Voter Decides, Evanston, 111., Row, Peterson & Co., 
1954, Table 5.1 at pp. 72-73. 

50 For discussion.s of social classes in political transition in the indastrially mature 
American society, see Angus Campbell ct al.. The American Voter, New York, 
John Wiley & Sons, 1960, ch. 13, The Role of Social Class; V. 0. Key. Jr., op. cit, 
ch. 6, Occupation and Class; and Samuel Lubell, The Future of American Politics, 
New York, Harper & Bros., 1952, ch. 4, The Frontier Reappears. 
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issues emerge which can quite overwhelm the importance of economic 
issues. People neither live nor vote by bread alone. There is scarcely 
anything spiritual about the issue of surWval, which cuts across class 
lines in the democracy of total war. As the production and distribu- 
tion of material goods in advanced economies becomes stabilized and 
equalized, and if the issue of survival is resohed affiniiatively, it may 
well be that the basis of politics will sliift to noneconomic, nonsundval 
issues. There is an abundance of such issues to interest and divide 
people politically for sev'eral generations to come, in even the most 
prosperous societies. And for the still scini-feudal, semi-agrarian, 
and impoverished part of the world the \ arious and unequal distribu- 
tion of status— economic and otheiAvise— is still of explosive portent. 

The balance of this book will consider some of the problems of po- 
litical leadership and of under- and overde\eloped societies, in the 
tense and fast-moving contemporary world. We can regret that our 
notions of the future have proportionally developed no faster than 
they did when men fought and politicked without the benefit of lit- 
eracy. But at least we are not at the point where, like Plato and 
Aristotle, we can only sigh for a better and freer Golden Age of the 
past. For neither workingmen nor coq>oration presidents nor the 
heads of Soviet industrial trusts nor social science students and re- 
searchers are worse off than they were in bygone days. And we have 
not yet destroyed ourselves. The difficulty is that politics is fraught 
with explosive force when people rise above the subsistence level, 
want more goods and more liberty, and fear they may lose either or 
both. And pc*ople now are in that frame of mind all over the world. 
If there are any road signs pointing to a return to the big sleep of 
the Middle Ages, they are being blown over by the tornadoes of 
change. Tlie awake arc more alert and fearful; the long-somnolent 
people of low personal, class, and national status are now awake and 
hopeful. A trying time for the psyches of men. 



CHAPTER 9 

Political leaders 
and followers 


Democracy in Iowa 

Several social psychologists once did an experimental study of politi- 
cally different kinds of leadership. The experimental subjects were 
twenty boys about eleven years old. They were divided into four 
groups of five each. The boys in each group were matched with those 
in the others, so that each group was about the same as the others in 
such factors as intelligence, obedience, socio-economic status, amount 
of social participation, leadership tendencies, and quarrelsomeness. 
Tlieir activities in the experimental clubs consisted of handicraft and 
games and during four montlis continued for successive sLx-week 
periods, with a change in leaders at the end of each period.^ 

The phenomenon that was systematically varied in the experiment 
was the style of leadership. The experimental leaders were psycho- 
logically trained adults (including tlie experimenters) who acted in 
distinctly different ways in successive runs of the experiment. One of 
the styles was called autocratic. In it the leader assumed tlie highest 
degree of direct command and responsibility for deciding what the 
group would do, how they would do it, which group members deserved 

1 This study is reported in several places. See K. Lewin, R. Lippitt, and R. K. 
W^te, Patterns of Aggressive Behavior in Experimentally Created Social Climates, 
Journal of Social Psychology, 10:271-299 (1939); and R. Lippitt and R- K. 
White, An Experimental Study of Leadership and Group Life, in T. M. Newcomb 
and E. L. Hartley, eds., Readings in Socio/ Psychology, New York, Henry Holt 
& Co., 1947, 315-330. The fullest report is in Ralph K. White and Ronald Lippitt, 
Autocracy and Democracy, New York, Harper & Bros., 1960. 
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praise, who should work with whom, etc. The second style was called 
democratic, with tlie leader serving more as a guide for group dis- 
cussion of what the group should do and for the activity that followed. 
Decisions were largely group decisions; the leader presented alterna- 
tives where appropriate; and responsibihty and the allocation of tasks 
were established by the group. The third style was labeled laissez- 
faire, with the leader acting as a technical source of infonnation and 
advice but avoiding both participation and the making of decisions 
with or for the group. Two of the four groups experienced all three 
kinds of leadership; two experienced only autocratic and democratic 
leadership. 

In the autocratic situation, die leader praised and criticized individ- 
uals personally, arbitrarily (without gi\ing reasons), and often capri- 
ciously. In the democratic situation the leader gave reasons for praise 
or blame; in the laissez-faire he avoided evaluation as much as possi- 
ble. The autocratic leader stayed aloof from the group, the demo- 
cratic became personally involved in camaraderie, and the laissez-faire 
kept apart, as a preoccupied rather than as an aloof person. In each 
group the leader took occasion to lea\ e tlie boys alone. W hile he was 
gone a strange adult, a psychologist disguised as a janitor or electri- 
cian, interrupted the group in its activity and rudely criticized in- 
dividuals and the group as a whole. 

The results of the extensive experiments demonstrated persuasively 
that the kind of leadership made a difference in the pattern of behavior 
of the boys in the group, because when the style was changed from 
autocratic to democratic, democratic to autocratic, laissez-faire to auto- 
cratic, etc., the boys acted dilfercntly. WOien released from the auto- 
cratic leader to the laissez-faire situation, the boys changed from ac- 
tivity that involved little horseplay to a etjutinued outburst of pur- 
poseless fooling around. When tlie autocratic leader was absent for 
awhile the boys would slack off on their work, which they took up 
again with great vigor when he returned. W'hen the th*niocratic leader 
left the room, work went on at almost the same rate. When the laissez- 
faire leader was gone, the amount of work stayed the same or in- 
creased, in a couple of instances because a boy in the group exerted 
leadership when the nomial leader stepped out. The response to the 
rude stranger with his insults again varied. Both autocratic and demo- 
cratic groups expressed some hostility to the interloper. The auto- 
cratically led boys displaced their aggressions against this frustrating 
interloper by mild fighting with boys in the club next door, and the 
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democratic group took out its aggressions against inanimate objects 
in their own club room. 

In the autocratic situation die boys were more dependent on their 
leader for simply paying attention to them and for taking the initiative 
in doing things. They showed more signs of rebellious discontent but 
were less inclined to make suggestions as to what the group should do. 
In the democratic context the boys established more ties to each other, 
working togetlier as a group, rather than as isolates each separately 
tied to the leader. They more often looked for approval to the group 
than to the leader. In the autocratic group, the granting of status and 
social approval was more the prerogative of the leader; in the demo- 
cratic group it was more the prerogative of the group. The auto- 
cratically led boys nonetheless had a kind of basic solidarity that was 
in some circumstances more pronounced than in the democratic 
groups. When the boys were interviewed at the end of the e.xperi- 
ment, all but one who directly compared “their autocratic and demo- 
cratic leaders” said tliey preferred the democratic leader. The one 
boy who preferred the autocrat was the son of an army National 
Guard oflFicer.® 

These are not all the findings of a highly suggestive experiment 
into which were built a set of quasi-political ideas and which produced 
almost a microcosm of tlie political world. There was dependence on 
tlie autocratic leader, displaced aggression against outsiders, the misery 
of autocratic society that knits itself together in opposition to the 
ruler. And most preferred a democratic leader. From this we can 
safely conclude tliat young American boys, at least in Iowa where the 
experiment was carried out, prefer democratically run clubs, but we 
cannot conclude that all Americans do or that one would get the same 
result \vith boys raised in Germany, the So\iet Union, China, India, 
or Nigeria.^ 

But we can, I think, safely conclude that the very special relation- 
ship behveen leaders and the members of the society which tliey lead 

2 A coUateral attack on the obvious implication appears in a finding that air force 
flight training cadets were less authoritarian and less stereotyped in their orienta- 
tion toward superiors after a year of training than after just a week of military life. 
The air force cadets were more authoritarian and “superior-oriented” than a com- 
parable sample of college students. The authors attribute tliis to recruitment 
rather than military' training. D. T. Campbell and T. H. McCormack, Military 
Experience and Attitudes toward Authorit>-, American Journal of Sociology, 62: 
482-490 (1957). 

3 But note directly comparable experiments in Japan, reported in Ralph K. While 
and Ronald Lippitt, Autocracy and Dcmocraaj, 267-268. 
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is a highly dynamic, very sensitive one. Thousands of books Iia\ e been 
written about hundreds of prominent political leaders— some fi% e thou- 
sand, it has been estimated, on Abraham Lincoln alone. This writing 
would not be done were it not for the enduring fascination of great 
men, for not only writers but also readers. Perhaps no other single 
subject save sex has so preoccupied the human race, whether of high 
or low station, subtle or naive, illiterate or educated. And the most 
prominent single category of great or at least prominent men is to be 
found in politics— as statesmen, agitators, theorists, polemicists, phi- 
losophers— or all of these wrapped in one man’s life, as in tlie case of 
Thomas Jefferson, Lenin, Wilson, or Nehru. 

Carlyle, Tolstoi, and Mann 

The difficulty, as I have hinted, lies in the t>'pical ignoring of the 
basic fact of leadership, namely, that it inv olves universally a relation- 
ship between leaders and followers. Without tliis relationship there 
might be a society, but there surely would be no leaders and probably 
no politics either. A man who thinks he is Napoleon is ordinarily 
classed among the insane these days and confined to an institution, 
just as Napoleon was confined to Elba and then St. Helena. The rea- 
son for confining the real Napoleon was that, without lus adoring 
public, he could not so irrejiressibly wage war and concpier nations. 
In short, by removing him from France and his adoring public, he 
was made into somebody otlier than Napoleon. 

Failure to appreciate the necessary relationsliip lias led to an im- 
possible dilemma, one of whose horns was polished by Thomas Car- 
lyle and the other by Leo Tolstoi. Carlyle tended to see history witli 
heavy emphasis on the role of the great man or the great devil— 
Cromwell and Frederick the Great being examples of the former and 
the “tliin, acrid, incorruptible, seagreen” Robespierre of the latter. 
Tolstoi, in writing on the invasion of Russia by France, protests so 
much that Napoleon’s role was insignificant that he raises him to 
prominence, almost without external c-onfirmation, by repeatedly em- 
phasizing Napoleon’s triviality.* Carlyle appeared to regard mankiiul 

* But his view of leaders was nonetheless consistent. In War and Peace, Tolstoi 
drops a very central character, Marshal Kutuzov, iJie successful defender of Hussia 
who opposc*d continuing the liarassing attack on French forces wlien they re- 
treated beyond the Russian frontier, just as soon as Russian policy called for mov- 
ing into Europe. Sec War and Peace, Book 15, ch. 4. 
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as sheep and leaders as shepherds; Tolstoi would have called leaders 
wolves, as Jefferson indeed did. 

The dilemma is a false one. Some leaders are shepherds, some are 
wolves, and some fit neither metaphor. But a man would not be a 
leader without a public which adheres to him and which looks to him 
for expression, guidance, and the making of most decisions in pubUc 
affairs. Each is as necessary to the other (but not by analogy) as 
husband is to wife, and each is as necessary to the subject of leader- 
ship as husband and wife are to marriage. And yet virtually all dis- 
cussions of leadership leave out the public half of the equation. If 
behavior is a function of the organism and the environment, so also 
(but not by analogy) is leadership a function of the leader and the 
public that follows him. 

At least two reasons help explain the hterary unpopularity of the 
popular half of the leadership concept. Leaders themselves, as men 
of nonaverage ability, find it easy to exaggerate their freedom of action 
and tlierefore their power. It is easier for them, in tlieir self-image, 
to see themselves as governing rather than being governed, to see 
the broad extent rather than the broad limits of their power. Being 
chief of state over a large area of land is apt to make a leader feel he 
actually controls it and its people, whereas in reality even the most 
remarkable, gifted, and humane leaders are able to do little more than 
accelerate or hold steady or decelerate the rate of social movement 
tlirough history. The track and the switches along the line are pretty 
much beyond tlie control of the locomotive engineer. The role of the 
engineer is greater than that of even Iiis most travel-conscious pas- 
sengers, but he is ahead of no one if the travelers get off and climb 
on another train. 

The ine\itable, understandable, even incorniptible narcissism of 
leaders is less excusably furthered by their biographers, most of whom 
seem to have only the vaguest theoretical awareness that leaders have 
any connection with anyone below the rank of Congressman, Member 
of Parliament, General of tlie Army, or the leading intellectuals of 
their age. The very central relationship of the leader to his broad 
popular following gets less mention than do the great man’s childhood 
acquaintances and his close friends and enemies in public life. One 
does not have to agree altogether with Tolstoi to recognize that with- 
out tlieir popular following leaders could not rule over more than a 
small segment of their nations. How many people did Czar Nicholas 
II rule over, particularly after his troops fired on the demonstrators in 
the crisis that touched off the 1905 revolution? How many people did 
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Chiang Kai-shek ever rule, among close to a half-billion Chinese? 
These rulers and the ancient Pharaohs may have on occasion success- 
fully used force against individuals, but they lacked a really populaj 
base for their power. Tliey could by coercion produce only a fraction 
of the united support in action that has been elicited since the Russian 
and Chinese revolutions, by Russian and Chinese leaders, from their 
broad publics. 

Nevertheless, botli Lenin and Mao Tse-tung have also been far more 
creatures than creators of revolution, and they continued to depend 
on at least tlie tacit assent of the populace. It is indeed a parado.x 
that the niler is most powerful who represents the broadest range of 
followers among the people and that the one who go\erns without it 
thereby is not necessarily impotent but weaker. Tliis relationship is 
an intricate and specific one, not readily transferable from one time 
to another, from one place to another, or from one leader to another. 
The delusions of grandeur that beset powerful men who regard them- 
selves as omnipotent are discussed below in a consideration of char- 
isma. Suffice it to say here that it is hard to conceive of Hitler ruling 
Saudi Arabia in 19.33, of Ibn Saud ruling tlie Soviet Union or even 
liis neighboring Egypt in 1940, and-mores the pity-of Lincoln ruling 
Russia in 1861. 

The most intellectually successful effort to conceptualize the leader- 
follower relationship is the work of a novelist. In his classic political 
allegory, Mario and the A/agiciari, Thomas Mann gives to botli leader 
and followers equal prominence. The followers do not become an 
impersonal mass, wliich a public never is but which social tlieorists 
are apt to convert any aggregation of more than fifty people into. The 
leader is not simply the embodiment of vast social forces. Roth, as 
individuals, are in very intense interaction, the very aspect of leader- 
follower relationships which writers are most prone to ignore. If the 
discussion tliat follows falls short of Mann’s brilliant symmetry and 
exquisite psychological insight, it is for lack of adeciuate facts about 
this powerful and subtle relationship— and a desire to abide by the 
ground rules of nonfiction. 

Intimacy anti remoteness 

Wliat are the special characteristics of the relationship? It is like 
that between friends, work associates, brothers, husband and wife, and 
parents and children in its intimacy. Followers are incessantly curious 
about the personal life and welfare of their leader. Tliey want to 
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know what he eats, how long he sleeps, what he does for recreation, 
and what his wife is like. When he is ill they worry. When he is 
troubled they are troubled. When he triumphs, the victory is also 
personally their own. Again like these other relationships, the one be- 
tween the leader and his followers is mutual and reciprocal. Follow- 
ers depend on their leader and he on them, not just for direct support 
in their common political program but more personally. 

To gain new strength for their unending task of governing, leaders 
periodically venture out into the sea of citizens, to be refreshed by 
the salty breezes that seldom penetrate a rulers mansion or palace. 
On a popular tour, Wilson was at first shocked and then braced by 
hearing a voice from the crowd yell, “Atta boy. Woody,” an appella- 
tion no intimate of his would dream of using. Franklin Roosevelt was 
similarly buoyed up at a discouraging time during the depths of the 
depression. Jarred, jolted, often squeezed and twisted by wellwishers 
who want merely to touch him, a leader nonetheless needs this popu- 
lar contact in the same sense that brother needs contact with brother, 
husband with wife, parents with children. As such the relationship 
is one instance of the basic social need. 

The leader differs from liis followers most markedly in his role: by 
and large he is tlie active and followers are the passive participants 
in the exercise of political power. That is, he proposes and the public 
ultimately disposes. The leader decides what to do and how to do it. 
The public decides whether he shall be permitted to do it. The lati- 
tude allowed the leader may be broad or narrow, but his power to 
effect anything enduring is constantly limited by the public’s power 
to grant or withdraw support. Tliis mutual interdependence of the 
roles of proposer and disposer obviously applies in societies where 
the process of popular responsibility is institutionalized by periodic 
elections. It applies, perhaps equally, in dictatorships, because a 
leader is in no more political interaction with tliose who are indifferent 
to him than he is witli the mountains, the forests, and the rivers. By 
sheer coercion he may be able to elicit labor from many people but 
tliis process is no more political than the relationship beriveen a man 
and a mule or beriveen a prison-warden and a prisoner. Tlie power 
that is exercised is not political. This of course is not to say that there 
is no politics in a dictatorship but that dictatorships, to the extent that 
they rely on political means, are dependent on popular assent and 
support. 

But an almost unique characteristic is the great distance separating 
leader and follower. If indeed it is intimate, it is for virtually all 
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followers remote. Only a small fraction can ever establish even the 
thin strand of contact that is involved in attending a parade or other 
public meeting at which the leader appears. For others, the contact 
is indirect, mediated through the electronic equipment of radio and 
television and through the printed page. It is this great distance that 
apparently causes students to neglect tlie relation between a leader 
and his broad popular following, and to neglect the relation between 
leaders and their students and biographers. But thin though these 
strands are, tlieir cumulative strength botli ways is so great as to bind 
leaders and followers closely and strongly one to the other in their 
joint endeavors. 

The relation bet^veen leader and followers is thus at once intimate 
and remote, with the unbelievably complex role of the leader as policy 
formulator, initiator, and executor being exercised \vithin popular 
limits. What then resolves this paradox of a relation that in most other 
parts of society could not exist? Why do women sometimes swoon 
when they see their political leader gaze in their direction? Wliy have 
dictators like Peron occasionally received marital and often more 
casual sexual proposals from ardent female adherents? And wliy do 
some men and women cry when their beloved leader dies? 

Close identification with lea<ler8 

A standard explanation is that such people— which includes, in more 
or less intense form, all people in any modern nation at one time- 
are responding to a father or big-brother image and are emotionally 
tied to a surrogate father or brother. But the pattern of interactions, 
wliich is so varied from one nation to tlie next, does not (piite fit this 
explanation. It makes a species into a genus. More appropriately 
the relation can be described as identification. To the extent tliat 
they interact with their leader, followers are putting theniselves in liis 
place. In their own minds they are bec'oming him. The style in 
which they do so may in some national circumstances resemble the 
relation betxveen children and their parents, brothers, friends, or be- 
lievers and their god. But the genotype for the various phenotypes is 
identification. 

The special character of identification has to do with the remoteness 
of the intimacy. The followers identify not with their equal but with 
one whom they look up to as a man of superior virtue (energy, skill, 
intelligence, wisdom, compassion, patriotism, and other virtues). They 
identify with a possibly imperfect ideal who represents all that they 
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are and all that they believe in politically. The leader is not what his 
followers are but what they would like to be. If they have particular 
enemies and friends in society, they expect their leader to share them, 
defeating the former and bringing victory to the latter. If they have 
particular aspirations for their country, the leader embodies these aspi- 
rations. 

An implication of this is that the more completely a citizen has ful- 
filled his needs and hopes, and the freer therefore he is of frustrations 
and anxieties, the less likely he is to need to identify passively with a 
political leader. The weaker and more frustrated a citizen is, the 
more likely he will want to identify passively with a very strong, very 
wise, and virtuous political leader. Indeed a virile leader may politi- 
cally arouse a following that has been hitherto impotent and with- 
drawn from the polity. If a citizen is frustrated and anxious enough, 
he will suffer from the same perceptual distortions of leaders that 
beset otlier facets of his outlook on life and will more likely make a 
god of liis leader and devils of his and the leaders opponents. But 
no man in politics, whether citizen or politician, is altogether free of 
admiration for superiors. If successful citizens take a more realistic 
view of leaders because their need to identify is less, they will never- 
theless identify in some degree. Even Hitler in a way identified with 
Hindenburg and Bismarck, Stalin with Lenin. And both Nehru and 
Emperor Hirohito of Japan have had intense admiration for Lincoln. 
The measui’e of identification is in a sense a measure of the gap be- 
tween the real and tlie ideal, a gap that apparently exists in the lives 
of all men in all ages. In the intensely religious sixteenth century, the 
public’s ideal individuals included Luther and Calvin. In the intensely 
political riventieth century the major public ideals are politicians, some 
of wliom have either killed God, shoved Him aside, or clearly implied 
that His Major Prophet was now themselves, as chief of state. 

The distance between a leader and his followers is ordinarily great 
and safe enough to protect those followers who want to believe in 
their leader’s magnificence and who identify \vith him even more 
strongly because of the distance. The fascination of remote intimacy 
is so great that most people seem to marvel at what by identification 
should have been obvious— that these leaders are real people after all, 
that tliey smile, laugh, get up, shake hands, sit down just like anyone 
else and are actually human, Tlie \isitor to the office of a chief of 
state may tremble in anticipation and tlien be disarmed by the utterly 
unassuming simplicity of such a complicated, extraordinary person. 
They tliink it a miracle that a leader could be so like themselves, even 
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though they have for a long time identified with him. The reason for 
this paradox is hard to find, but its existence is apparent. The awe- 
some commonness of Abraham Lincoln not only set him aside from 
the pretentiousness of others but also was cause and consequence of 
his reciprocal identification with common people. Citizens choose 
and attach themselves to someone they would like to resemble and 
then are surprised to find out how well they have chosen. 

It is sometimes asserted that it is the distance itself which lends 
enchantment, that no man can be great in the eyes of his intimates. 
This belief is the basis for the deliberate maintenance of mental dis- 
tance between officers and enlisted men, employer and employees, 
teachers and students, and others in a superior-subordinate relation- 
ship. In some circumstances it may be true, but perhaps less so 
among the most enduring leaders. Lincoln’s now immortal succession 
of adherents is not disenchanted but rather enchanted by his sim- 
plicity and commonness. Lincoln’s partner in law practice, William 
Herndon, regarded him as perhaps the greatest man since Christ, 
whose disciples and constant companions did not regard Him with 
contempt any more than did tlie disciples of Gandhi so regard their 
beloved leader. And Harry Hopkins was devoted to Franklin Roose- 
velt. 

Correlatively, a leader, never quite sure of himself, needs other as- 
surance than he can get just from the general public. He surrounds 
himself with close associates who are more or less critical of the 
leader’s policies but usually quite uncritical of him. They are a staff 
to lean on and a mirror to hide his personal blemishes and asymme- 
tries. And sometimes a leader gets tlie help of a spouse, like Mary 
Lincoln or Eleanor Roosevelt, who reminds Iiim that he is nearer to 
humanity than to divinity. In any case a leader, however gregarious 
with crowds and with intimates, at times is in remote solitude. 

Convenient, even necessary as it may be for a leader to keep people 
away so that he can perform Iiis tasks, there is no other reason to be- 
lieve that familiarity leads to depreciation except among tliose wlio 
wish to be either superior or subordinate in the subjective sense, and 
do not wish to be of equal dignity with those whose political role and 
social status differ from their own. It must be rememl>ered that in the 
process of identification, there is an element of e<|uality: people are 
the leader and he is they. In an age of popularly responsive govern- 
ment, the course of political development is toward equalitarian values 
and democratization, though not necessarily constitutionality. In such 
a time, the prospect of enduring popular admiration would appear 
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greater for leaders who act like Andrew Jackson, Abraham Lincoln, 
Habib Bourguiba, and Jawaharlal Nehru in their public contacts than 
with those who stand aloof on a self-made pedestal above the masses. 
The greater the leader’s sense of equality, the greater tlie identifica- 
tion. 

Although not central to the present study of leaders and followers, 
the role of staff members vis-a-vis their chief and the general public 
may help distinguish the roles of leaders and followers in v arious situa- 
tions. If popular leaders wish not only to be distinct from but also to 
resemble their following, staff members appear to prefer distinction 
to commonness. They want to be like the boss and unlike his follow- 
ers. The kind of role I have in mind is that adopted during the first 
part of his public career by Ale.xander Hamilton, who served on 
George Washington’s military staff during vv’ar and as a kind of head 
chamberlain in Washington’s cabinet; Martin Van Buren, who was 
Jackson’s Secretary of State, Minister to England, and Vice President; 
Henry \Vallace, who held various posts in Roosevelt’s government; 
and Anthony Eden, Churchill’s right-hand man in the conduct of for- 
eign affairs. Among intellectuals who for a time adopted the role are 
Plato, advisor to the tyrant of Syracuse; Aristotle, the tutor of Alex- 
ander the Great; and Trotsky, the brilliant aide of Lenin. 

If all such staff members have something in common, it appears to 
be the desire to share power without undertaking the arduous and 
dangerous task of acquiring it on their own. They become vicarious 
vvielders of power but are carried to the heights on the back of the 
boss. In turn they wield little or no jwlifical power over him, in con- 
trast to those who do act. as legislators or agitators, on tlieir own. 
Staff members rarely have an influential public following. They there- 
fore are limited to using reason, cunning, and other verbal powers in 
influencing the boss and almost inevitably give way when the power 
of the public or influential segments of it is felt. 

There can be no more persuasive argument for the true impotence 
of staff members than their usual inability to succeed politically on 
th<*ir own. Either their judgment fails them— as in the cases of Roose- 
v’elt’s Henry Wallace and ChurchiH’s .Anthony Eden— or they lack the 
ability to establish rapport with tlie public, or both. In any event, for 
public weal or not, their political relationship is quite purely instru- 
mental, not of the popular but of the leader’s will. In tliis sense they 
have no autonomous part in the political process. They have traded 
their birtliright for the rev'ocable license to play-act in the role of ruler. 
They get a closer glimpse at power than the general public without 
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ever truly exercising it in the way tliat at times tlie public e\ en in an 
autocracy wields power, as in tlie case of emancipation of serfs in 
Russia in 1861. Like scholars who analyze and criticize the work of 
great philosophers and scientists, they can only pretend to eminence. 
Administrators effectuate established policy, law, and custom and 
therefore have the instrumental authority inherent in that role and 
often the quasi-political affection of the corps they administer. But 
staff members have only tlie instrumental power derived from the will 
of the leader. It is nonetheless fortunate that such a category' of 
people exists, for— despite pretensions he may have of being able to 
do everything— no leader could perform the complex tasks of go\'em- 
ment without a staff that is intelligent, energetic, and devoted to the 
boss.® 

Special characterislice of leaders 

Thus far we have emphasized what binds leaders and followers 
together. Before taking up in more detail this relationship, which re- 
mains the central question in tliis chapter, we may appropriately here 
consider what it is that sets leaders apart from followers— what causes 
them to become the living paradox of identifiers who are markedly 
distinct from the followers with whom they reciprocally identify. 

In Chapter 2, I posited the notion that in terms of basic needs, poli- 
tical leaders are distinct from other prominent people, not in tlieir 
desire for power but in their sliecr enjoyment of the political process. 
They engage in politics because it is the way they can fulfill themselves 
most completely, a process related to their skills and capacities. To 
enjoy political life, one must have the abilities it demands, just as a 
sportsman needs good physical coordination, strength, endurance, etc. 
At this point wc can emphasize the more c*ommon characteristics which 
distinguish the very heterogeneous category of political activists— the 
elite from which chiefs of state emerge. 

Probably most of tlie characteristics distinguishing any elite group 
also distinguish the political elite. Not only business leaders, intellec- 
tual leaders, and professional leaders but also political leaders tend 
to come from middle-class rather than working-class backgrounds.*' 

® And great intellectuals, however lucid their writings, also require exegesis. Plato 
succeeded better as portrayer of the teachings of his master Socrates than as 
advisor to a tyrant. 

" Donald R. Matthews, The Social Backfirouiul of Folilical Decifiion- Makers. 
Carden City, Doubleday & Co., 1954, Table 1, p. 23. Note that tlie "proprietor 
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A clear majority of the Presidents, Vice Presidents, and cabinet mem- 
bers of the United States from 1789-1934 were the sons of profes- 
sionals, proprietors, and oflBcials. The rest were the sons of farmers 
or workingmen, but only 4% were of wage-earning class origin, com- 
pared with some 36% of the labor force in the wage-earning class as a 
proportion of the total population. Some 95% of these same high 
public officers before they entered politics had trained for careers as 
professionals, proprietors, and officials.^ The overwhelming majority 
of the members of the German cabinets of 1890-1945 came from 
either the aristocracy or the middle class, though only during the 
Weimar Republic were cabinet members manifestly political officers.® 

A study of the mostly political elite in Nigeria indicates the same 
tendency for the ruling class to come from a status group well above 
the bottom. A third of the topmost 156 elitists came from old elite 
families, most of these elitists being the sons of tribal chiefs. The 
others were of “ordinary stock.” All but two members of the group 
had finished grade school and 45% possessed university degrees. Even 
in a period of rapid transition, wliich so upsets established status pat- 
terns, high-status backgrounds and education during childhood count 
heavily in Nigeria.® Upward social mobility almost by definition 
characterizes leaders in tlie modem political era. And in a political 
age, unless their fathers were in politics, they are moving up. A slim 
shred of evidence suggests that before entering politics, leaders had 
improved over the status of their fathers.'® But in Iiis study of United 
States Senators, out of the 180 who served in the 10 years from 1947- 
1957, Matthews found that 15% “were sons of politicians” and “another 
15% had one or more members of their families active in politics during 
their formative years.” “ 

and official” category in the table includes merchants, business e.xecutives, pub- 
lishers, and bankers. 

? Ibid., Table 7, p. 30. 

8 IbUL. Table 13, p. 49. 

° See Hugh II. and Mabel M. Smythe, The New iVigerfun Elite, Stanford, Stan- 
ford University Press, 1960, 74—92, especially 78—83 and 87. Of the 156 inter- 
\ie\ved, 113 were go\'ernnient officials (including 96 legislators) but only 28 listed 
go\crnment and politics as their major occupation. 

R. M. Rosenzwcig, The Politician and the Career in Politics, Midwest Journal 
of Political Science, 1: 163-172 (1957). The study was based on interviews of 
sixteen candidates for public office (mostly the state legislature) in Massachusetts. 
“Thirteen of the 16 had higher status jobs than did their fathers. . . . This group 
of politicians was characterized by strong upward mobility” (p. 167). 

" Donald R. Matthews, 17. S. Senators and Their World, Chapel Hill, University 
of North Carolina Press, 1960, 49. 
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The major relevant point is that if they are more than usually 
upwardly mobile— which the data suggest but fail to demonstrate— 
political leaders are therefore apt to be marginal people, loosening 
old social and moral ties and tightening new ones, either in their 
movement from one major status group to anotlier or within a major 
status category. And as marginal people, they are likely to suffer and 
enjoy the mental consequences of never quite being sure where they 
belong and what they value. Partly for this reason, they have an 
unusual desire for public acceptance. 

It is reasonable to suppose also that leaders are extraordinar>- in 
their energy level. They are better able to work long hours, week- 
ends, holidays, and when they should be asleep and others are. Some 
of this energy is employed in rising socially, part of it is employed in 
the simple enjoyment of politics, but part of it is also employed in 
gaining widespread popular acceptance. If a leader has no desire for 
this, perliaps he would never go into politics at all. 

Ale.xander Hamilton is an instance of the man of low status, mar- 
ginality, and high energy who leaped os’er numerous social barriers 
to high position, not just as a staff man for Washington but as a back- 
stage politician in his own right. Born out in the periphery of Britisli 
colonial society on a tiny island in the West Indies, he could not even 
claim legitimate birth. Moving in late adolescence to New York, a 
major center of British America, he jumped from King's College (now 
Columbia University) to Washington’s wartime staff, to a brilliant 
marriage into one of New York’s most distinguished families, and then 
into post-Kevoiutionary New York .state and national politic.s. His 
energy was extraordinary, liis mind sharp and cutting. He loved 
power and— it is reasonable to suppose— his hypersensitive reaction to 
lowborn status combined with these other factors to l)oost hiin up 
and keep him forever seeking new heights. The reason he gave for 
not declining the challenge of Aaron Burr to a duel was that such ap- 
parent cowardice would ruin him politically in New York. 

Theodore Roosevelt had many of the same personality character- 
istics that animated Hamilton, with the sole and gross exception of low 
status. Bom into one of the best families in New York, he needed to 
seek no formal social status. Indeed his family were so sure of their 
own social supremacy that they considered it a degradation for Teddy 
to enter politics. Was he then, with his comfortable status, marginal 
or not? In his particular instance we cannot at one le\’el find much 
evidence of genuine social easiness. With his poor physitiue and weak 
eyes, however, he experienced a kind of marginality; he always felt 
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that he was on the edge of the world of the big and the strong. He 
spent his life trying to get into the middle and on top of this world. 
Even his bravery had a compulsive quality about it, as though he were 
really not even trying to prove himself to others but— in an extreme 
kind of marginality— to himself. 

Evidence can be found of marginality in the lives of many re- 
nowned political leaders— in Andrew Jackson, Lincoln, Hoover, and 
Eisenhower among American Presidents and Disraeli, Mussolini, Hit- 
ler, Stalin, and Willy Brandt among European politicians. On the 
other hand, Thomas Jefferson, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Roose- 
velt do not appear to have been socially marginal at all, and it would 
be hard to make out a marginal case for Neville Chamberlain, Church- 
ill, or two successive governors of New York State, Averell Harriman 
and Nelson Rockefeller— or for the Brahmin Nehru. 

It may be that marginality is, as in the case of the father image 
posited above as one species of the genus identification, only one kind 
of force which, interacting with a high energy level and other personal 
characteristics, produces the leader (when the time and place are 
appropriate ) . That is, the function which marginality apparently had 
in impelling Hamilton, Jackson, and Lincoln upward— and in a special 
way also Theodore Roosevelt— may in other politicians be performed 
by some other inducer of tension: conflict with father (as in Wilson’s 
case),’’* conflict with mother and with shattering illness (Franklin 
Roosevelt), or desire to emulate (the two young La Follettes, Robert 
and Philip, sons of their massively successful father, Robert M. La 
Follette, Sr.). At any rate, some kind of tension-producing trauma, 
either in childhood or later life, appears to be a common characteris- 
tic among prominent political leaders. It cannot yet be said that it 
is universal, though it may be. But it may also then turn out to be 
common to all extraordinary individuals. 

All this leaves us, or at least me, back where we were when con- 
sidering self-actualization as a political driving force. The range of 
personality types among political leaders is so vast and varied that it 
does not, at this stage of our very limited general knowledge of politi- 
cal leadership, seem to merit any other conclusion than that extra- 
ordinary leaders become political because they love it, as a sculptor 
loves to carve, a painter to paint, and a composer to write music. It 
is far easier to venture valid judgments about the political involve- 


12 See Alexander L. and Juliette L. George, Woodrow Wilson and Colonel house. 
New York, The John Day Co., 1956, especially 116-117. 
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ment of general publics, whose interest is (fortunately) not central 
to their being and therefore falls more readily into such patterns as 
class status and parental influence, than it is to generalize about tlie 
highly indi\idual characteristics of elites, particularly chiefs of state. 


Leadership relates to substantive needs 

People identify with their leaders, but where the available market 
of leaders provides some formal or informal kind of choice (i.e., by 
election or other means), people select the person with whom they 
identify. They are not identifying solely for the sake of identification 
but also to satisfy otlier basic needs and to satisfy tliem in a particu- 
lar way. 

A common explanation for leader-follower identification is that lead- 
ers represent both the chance for relieving insecurity, and success at 
relieving it. This explanation is c'onsistent with tlie basic position of 
this book, but it must be emphasized that insecurity is never a dis- 
crete, dissociated phenomenon. People are tense and often seek po- 
litical relief for their tension, but they are always tense about some- 
thing, about deprivation of particular basic need satisfactions. Hungry 
people, to the limited extent they can divert their attention from the 
pursuit of food, seek a leader who offers food. People who fear dep- 
redation from enemies foreign or domestic will attach tliemselves to 
a leader who either expresses tliat fear or proposes to do something 
about it. People who have been angered and humiliated by foreign 
or domestic exploiters will similarly identify with the leader wlio best 
fits the need for relief from these particular tensions. They will there- 
fore not seek a leader who will relieve tension that they do not at the 
time experience; they will seek a leader who provides a rather specific 
remedy for specific political ailments. 

Regardless of the apparent breadth of his program, followers may 
decisively reject a leader to whom under differ circumstances they 
have been devoted. Winston Churchill is a case in point. As the 
farsighted antagonist in the 1930s of appeasing the Nazis, he promptly 
became Britain’s leader when the appeasement policy was at last 
popularly repudiated. At war’s end— even before the end— when 
Britons already were turning away in exhaustion with war and antici- 
pation of domestic and economic reconstruction, they rejected the 
party of Churchill in favor of a party and a leader, Attlee, who was 
less colorful, less articulate, and in no sense a wartime leader, but who 
clearly had his heart in domestic reform. 
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Franklin Roosevelt, who proposed vigorous action to meet the 
Great Depression of 1929, similarly displaced a President who had 
been elected to preside over a condition of noncrisis, of turning away 
from positive governmental action. Roosevelt's later retention of the 
Presidency when war threatened to involve the United States in 1940 
was partly due to his being there. But it was also partly a conse- 
quence of liis remarkable adaptability to the change in crisis from 
domestic to international, from economic to military. 

William Jennings Bryan, the spokesman of the economic plight of 
farmers, was unable to elicit support from workingmen in 1896, and 
with the gradual though halting return of prosperity to the farmers, 
was unable to keep their support sufficiently to approach victory in 
1900, even as closely as he had four years before. Thomas Dorr, leader 
of the little rebellion in Rhode Island in 1842, lost his broad popular 
following when the established state government conceded the de- 
mands for suffrage that had first attached the unenfranchised to Dorr. 

To discuss fully tlie relationship between the particular pattern of 
needs whose satisfaction is frustrated and the kind of leadership that 
results would involve a repetition of the earlier discussion of needs. 
Suffice it to say here that among the basic reasons for the leader’s se- 
lection is the perception by the public that a particular leader is ap- 
propriate to their salient frustrations. 

Leadership relates to procedural preferences 

But the sensed appropriateness to solving particular substantive 
problems is not the only basic criterion by which the public selects 
leaders. The style, the manner of solving problems, though perhaps 
of secondary importance to the public, may nevertheless be the more 
critical factor of the two. That is, if hvo prospective leaders propose 
to solve a set of current substantive problems, tlie difference between 
tliem may rest more in the manner in wliich each proposes to solve 
them. What leaders propose to do in such cases may be less important 
than how they will do it. An extreme example may sen'e to illustrate. 
Russia at the end of tlie seventeenth century was both dormant and 
backward in contrast to Western Europe, whose bursting, exciting de- 
velopments had started at least a century before, during the Reforma- 
tion. In Russia a modernizer was needed to draw together the thin 
strands of new life. He emerged in the vigorous, crude, highly intelli- 
gent person of Peter the Great. His style of rule often involved ex- 
treme cruelty, harsh and arbitrary judgment, even on occasion the 
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murder by Peter of individuals by striking them with his bare fist. 
But he took efiective steps to modernize, to start industrializing 
Russia. 

With a quite diflferent background, the objecti\'e state of the Ameri- 
can economy a century later was like Russia’s, also backward as com- 
pared with Europe. No one leader emerged as tlie process of moderni- 
zation and industrialization of an agrarian, subsistence societ>’ took 
place. Alexander Hamilton proposed and fostered the development 
of manufacture and modern finance, with the vigorous support of an 
already numerous bourgeoisie and its Federalist party’. Jefferson, the 
protagonist of the yeoman farmer who wanted to retain the agrarian 
basis of society and to keep the workshops and distaffs safely on the 
other side of the Atlantic, willy-nilly fostered the growtii of manufac- 
ture, in the process of avoiding military commitments in the European 
wars. Neither of these men operated in a style tliat is in any except 
the remotest way comparable to Peter the Great. Tliey both used 
rhetoric and guile in pursuit of this goal of industrialization.’^ Neither 
used brutal or basically unconstitutional means. It is liard to imagine 
Jefferson striking anyone in anger, let alone killing anyone. 

Analyzing the process by which particular leaders emerge and gain 
popular support involves far more tlian considering what it is that 
appeals to people in the politician of their choice. If they like his in- 
tegrity, intelligence, his past career, his ability to lead, etc., they select 
these characteristics within a broader framework winch determines 
both the limits of leadership characteristics and of the awareness of the 
fact that certain characteristics are appreciated or depreciated. Bizarre 
as it would have been for a voter in .America in 1800 to say he pre- 
ferred Jefferson because he did not kill people, in a constitutional 
society the liigh value placed on nonviolence effectively eliminates the 
political condottiere who could dominate an Italian city during the 
Renaissance or a half-savage, half-civiliz.ed Peter the Great in Russia. 
America has its semi-civilized condottieri, but they are seldom con- 
sidered appropriate candidates for elective office and even less often 
are they elected.’* Correlatively one would find it hard to imagine 

Jefferson’s actions arc more relevant here than the sentimental attaclum-nt lie 
retained for a kind of society wliich his policies-cspccially in the Eniliargo Act 
of 1807 but also in his prior refus.il to dismantle the domestic proKram of the 
Federalists— were inexorably making more diflicult to retain. 

’♦A possibly contradictory case is Huey Long, but be did not engage in the u.se 
of violent force for political purpo.ses until after he had gained office hy popular 
majority In a free election. Thereafter the freedom of choice was limited by a 
variety of factors, including the Long-dominated state police. 
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Jefferson winning support among either the ruling class or the general 
public in seventeenth-century Russia. 

Among the broadly limiting factors that restrict choice are the 
long-range socio-cultural patterns of behavior and values in a particu- 
lar society. Are the established modes of social interaction equali- 
tarian or hierarchized, respectful or disrespectful of constituted author- 
ity, cooperative or competitive? Is the traditional political unit the 
local community which is popularly invested with most decision- 
making, or does the public look to a distant source for the authorita- 
tive exercise of power? Is there a church or dominant religious belief 
which serves as the basic source of moral authority and which judges 
political leaders, or is the society predominantly secular in its moral 
foundations? Or does it lack a real moral consensus, as in the case 
of the world community? Is there a communal sense of joint popular 
responsibility or does the public tend to consider the process of gov- 
ernment a specialized competence beyond popular control? 

Leadership relates to circumstances and mood 

These and other aspects of the behavior and values prevalent in a 
particular society limit the range of choice of leaders. So also do 
the particular circumstances prevalent at a particular time in a par- 
ticular culture. Relatively short-range circumstances include depres- 
sion and war, which can install and remove not only presidents and 
prime ministers but also dictators. Longer-range circumstances in- 
clude the stage of advancement of a culture. Are its people close to 
the subsistence level? Do they live in an economy that is approaching 
what Rostow calls the precondition for take-off into industrialization 
and highly organized exchange of goods and services? Or has the 
culture advanced to abundance in a mature industrialized economy? 
Has the society reached an old age in wliich the widespread popular 
reaction to change is negation and rejection? 

Closely related to such secular stages of cultural circumstance is 
the public mood, which is partly a function of— partly, that is, a reac- 
tion to— the exigencies of the time. WTien faced with a war crisis, 
does the public react to aggression catatonically, in a state of futile 
resignation, or does it achieve a mental posture of readiness to con- 
front it? When faced with novel problems, does the public react with 
new vigor or with a mechanical, rote preference for solutions to prior 
problems? Does the public adopt a righteous or cynical, a messianic 
and univ'ersalist, or a resigned pessimism in outlook toward politics 
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and politicians? Is the public individually self-centered or do people 
worry about the welfare of others? Publics— that is, nations or Volk 
or narodi in the generic sense— may show some rather enduring mood 
characteristics and choose leaders accordingly. (The Kaisers, Hinden- 
burg, Hitler, and Adenauer were radically different kinds of rulers, 
but each was a strong authority figure.) On the other hand, nations 
may suffer or enjoy a change in mood, overwhelmingly electing and 
re-electing an activist innovator, like Franklin Roosevelt, and then al- 
most as overwhelmingly choosing a relatively inactive perpetiiator 
of established policies, like Eisenhower. Two decades of unusual 
tension were followed in 1952 in America by a mood of determined 
relaxation, of turning away from a sense of participation in and re- 
sponsibility for solving problems of depression and war. 

To lead, succeed; to succeed, do 

Our attention has been focused on the general public in its predilec- 
tion for particular leaders under particular circumstances. The same 
phenomena may be more fully appraised by looking directly at the 
leaders whom the public chooses or endorses or at least tolerates, as 
long as we never forget that leaders are forever dependent on popular 
support in any society where politics exists. This of course excludes 
a consideration of leaders wlio are free to act as they choose because 
they have depoliticized a society by violence or fraud or because the 
society is too poor to exhibit anything but apathy in politics. A 
Spanish intellectual said in 1961 that current economic, social, and 
religious affairs are never discussed in his country and that “politics 
doesn’t exist.” This is an example of the first kind of depoliticization, 
although it did not quite fit the Spain of 1961. The other kind exists 
in primitive societies preoccupied with food, health, tlie weather, and 
the anxiety of survival itself. Of course it is an exaggeration to say 
there is no politics under cither condition, because terror can nowhert^ 
be completely effective for a long time and because the number of 

people amstantly preoccupied with physical survival is steadily dimin- 
ishing in the world. 

The basic criterion for at least a continued tolerance of leaders is 
whether or not they succeed. Lord Charnwood pointed this out in 
comparing Lincoln and General George McClellan, the Democratic 
c-andidate for President in 1864. Gharnwood invoked Dante and said 
that men were not first judged "according as they were of irreproach- 
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able or reproachable character; they were divided into those who 
did and those who did not.” “ 

We must at least concede to the spirit of Plato’s Thrasymachus 
and of Hegel that power must indeed be exercised, and effectively, 
in order for people to accept a leader. If there is any one necessary 
condition for judgment, it is this one, and for better and worse it is in 
many cases apparently deemed a sufficient criterion for judgment— 
among general publics and elites alike. If Hitler had at last succeeded 
in Germany in 1945— if Germany had been the victor in the Second 
World War— it is doubtful that his posthumous following would have 
been the relatively small one that it became. The same can be said 
of Mussolini, Chiang Kai-shek, Farouk, Chamberlain; and, to take 
some earlier leaders or would-be leaders, Louis XV and Boulanger in 
France; Van Buren, Stephen A. Douglas, Bryan, and Harding in the 
United States; and Kerensky in Russia. 

But the criterion of success is hard to apply and calls for continued 
reappraisal, by publics and elites, both during and after a leader’s 
tenure of office. The standard plea for dictators, whether they built 
Autobahns or made the trains run on time or built bridges in Louisi- 
ana, is that they did something. Yet by 1944 in Germany a resolute 
group within the pre-Nazi elite was convinced not only that Hitler 
was doing wrong but that he was also a failure because he was de- 
stroying culture and civilization both inside and outside Germany. 
Even assuming Hitler’s military success— which would of course in- 
volve changing his decision to fight a two-front war and doubtless 
many other decisions— would his acclaim have endured in the long 
run, that is, in the eyes of posterit)' even among his countrymen? 

CorrelatiN'cly, Wilson’s failure in liis intemational program after the 
First World War, a failure emphatically so judged in the 1918 Con- 
gressional and 1920 Presidential elections, has seemed less and less a 
failure with the passage of time. His program, essentially calling for 
American peacetime commitment to participation in world affairs, ani- 
mated Franklin Roosevelt and became the enduring program of the 
American public at the end of the Second World War. 

These two leaders are examples of opposite t>'pes. Each had suc- 
cess in the early years of holding office, yet Hitlers reputation in the 
long run will probably, though not surely, continue to diminish and 

Lord Charnwoocl (Godfrey Rathbone Benson), Abraham Lincoln, New York, 
Pocketbooks, Inc., 1952, 312. This most penetrating biography was first pub- 
lished in 1916. 



Political leaders and folloicers 295 

Wilson’s probably, though not surely, increase. It is not quite true 
to say tliat it makes little difference because in the long run we will 
all be dead. A civilization is a continuing process, and people as long 
as they are human beings will be the end product of their physical, 
organic growth and the gradual growth of their civilization. They 
judge leaders of the past and present by many standards. If they 
judge a ruthless Peter the Great successful witliin his era, they may 
not judge a ruthless Hitler successful in his, and not simply because 
his military judgment was wrong. And they may judge Wilson a 
success because his plans bore ultimate fruit. 

The criterion of success can be more fully considered by comparing 
political with moral leaders, recognizing that Woodrow Wilson is on 
the borderline between the two categories. Socrates, Christ, and 
Gandhi were moral leaders whose marginal involvement in public 
policy in various ways resulted in their violent deaths as martyrs to 
principle. At least in their lifetimes the first hvo were hardly ac- 
countable as successful. They merely taught; they did nothing else; 
they stubbornly acc*omplished only their own death. Yet few people 
in the Western world would regard the lives and teachings of these 
three individuals, from the long-run standpoint, as anything less than 
triumphant achievements of civilization, a continuing process with 
which politics is inescapably concerned and for which the lives of 
these three are inescapable criteria. 

Politicians are not judged by exactly the .same set of standards as 
moral leaders, but moral c'onsiderations inevitably are invoh ed. raising 
and lowering the reputations of individuals who may or may not 
have built roads and bridges, established social security programs, or 
won wars. We cannot surely say that Sun Yat-sen was a failure, even 
though in some of the skills of statecraft he wa.s deficient. We cannot 
say so despite the fact that his brother-in-law Chiang Kai-shek fatally 
and he thought necessarily compromised with a feudality incongru- 
ously entrenclied in the twentieth century. We cannot judge the 
gentle Sun a failure despite the fact that the post-Chiang dictatorship, 
which also honors the name Sun, used a blood bath to cleanse China 
of feudalism. The wars of the Protestant Reformation, which so 
tragically devastated Europe, were foiight by antagonists who uni- 
formly invoked the name of the Prince of Peace. 

But aside from moral aspects, tlie criteria for political success as 
such remain crude. In order to do something, leaders must have at 
least some awareness of the problems of tlieir time. They probably 
must have more than the expressive awareness that William Jennings 
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Bryan did of the farmers* problems, as only the mouthpiece for only 
one of several groups of discontented people of his time. Clear fail- 
ures, the sort that are sometimes consciously blocked out of the 
memories of both their contemporaries and later generations, include 
men who were very dimly aware of these problems, like Louis XV, 
Nicholas II, and Buchanan and Harding. They also include those 
who, if aware, made no more than feeble efforts to solve problems, 
like Farouk of Egypt, Bao-dai of Indochina, and Chiang Kai-shek. 
They further include those who, if aware, made colossal blimders, like 
Aaron Burr (notably opportunism) and Huey Long (notably destruc- 
tion of his opposition), or Adolph Hitler (whose errors ranged from 
genocide to undertaking and mismanaging war). All leaders who fail 
do so for more than one reason. There is never the Shakespearean 
tragic simplicity which can lay blame to rest in one grave of vaulting 
ambition or indecision or whatnot. And none of these leaders, a 
product of his time almost as much as his fellow countrymen, is al- 
together accountable for his failures, even though he had some free- 
dom of action. 

Our task in these pages is not finally to bury Caesars or to praise 
them but ratlier to understand them and judge them tentatively. We 
cannot do tliis e.xactly, the way Dante assigned various individuals to 
precise infernal residences. But we can avoid the historical objec- 
tivity that Pilate used to deceive himself by asking what truth was and 
allowing Jesus to be judged by His peers. We can avoid trying scien- 
tifically to avoid the problem. We can be sure of neither what po- 
litical success is, nor that success or failure is even in the long run a 
sufficient criterion. But we may perhaps agree that among the men 
just cited, the policy failures outweighed the successes. Probably 
none of these men was a complete failure. It was Harding who freed 
Debs after Wilson hounded him into prison. Emperor Franz Josef 
did try to establish a kind of federalism in the Danube basin and did 
allow the exciting ferment tliat was Vienna, a metropolis that for a 
time mothered not only Hitler but also Masaryk and Freud. 

We have already mentioned some very broad limits within which 
leaders must function in solving their nations’ problems, indicating 
how incongruous it would be for a Peter to act in early nineteenth- 
century America the way he did in eighteentli-century Russia and for 
Jefferson to act like Jefferson, in Russia a hundred years earlier. Now 
let us categorize styles of rule more precisely, so that we more exactly 
know some of the bases for selection, retention, and adulation or con- 
demnation of leaders by their publics. We must remember that some 
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type of success is always presupposed: we remember but we do not 
honor Neville Chamberlain and James Buchanan— as failures rather 
than real leaders. 

Autocrats and heterocrats 

The basic stylistic distinction is between autocrats and what Fried- 
rich and Brzezinski call heterocrats,^® behveen rulers who rule them- 
selves, are ultimate law unto themselves; and rulers wlio are responsi- 
ble to some other persons or some otlier thing. The some other per- 
sons may include an entire populace as in a democracy, or a small 
group of men as in an oligarchy. The some other thing may be a 
concept like the law of nature or of nature’s God or the nation’s tradi- 
tions or its written constitution. The basic distinction is between 
responsible and irresponsible rule, which is roughly equi\alent to 
constitutional versus unconstitutional rule. 

In theory, a broad general public may become so anxiety ridden or 
otherwise emotionally and collectively disturbed as to be itself (juite 
irresponsible. Since the actual governing process necessarily involves 
only a small group of men (the governors), I am on empirical grounds 
excluding the theoretical possibility that an entire populace or a sub- 
stantial majority of it can become irresponsible and autocratic. This 
is not to say that a populace may not at least passively support an 
autocrat, like a majority of Cennans during the Hitler era or a ma- 
jority of Soviet citizens during at least the first forty years of the 
Russian Revolution, or for a short time and in a limited sense, at least 
a plurality of Americans, during the McCarthy era of the early 195().s. 
But these broad publics at no time had a very free chance to accept 
or reject these dictatorships or demagogues. The most that any large 
body of people c-an do is assent to or dissent from the proposals of 
the actual leader. A mob can dump tea in the Iiarbor of Boston or 
watch witli zest the lynching of rulers on the guillotine, but a large 
body of people cannot rule. This does not free them from their ulti- 
mate responsibility to themselves and their posterity but means merely 
that they are not rulers, not leaders, and in history usually have not 
had much chance to choose between alternative leaders. 

It is appropriate at this point, before listing various kinds of rulers, 
to indicate that no ruler or ruling group exactly fits any typology, 

^*See Carl J. Friedrich and Zbigniew K. Braezlnski, TotoUlaruin Dirtatorship 
and Autocracy, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1956, 3-^. 1 may be devi- 
ating somewhat from at least their vocabulary in iny use of the temi. 
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but each exemplifies to some degree different styles of rule. The 
statement applies even to the basic distinction between autocratic 
and heterocratic rule. No ruler acts altogether responsibly or irre- 
sponsibly. Even the totalitarian ruler has some limits to his power, 
established by the simple ability of people to refuse support, to take 
refuge in apathy. And even constitutional, responsible rulers do acts 
that are unprecedented. The American Constitutional Convention of 
1787 was called to consider a revision of the Articles of Confederation; 
the Convention promptly proceeded to \iolate its instructions and to 
make a new, altogether unprecedented, unauthorized organic law. 

Traditional, charismatic, and rational autocrats 

Following a typology established by Max Weber, but not following 
it very strictly, I suggest that there are three major types of irrespon- 
sible rule and the same tliree types of responsible rule: the traditional, 
the charismatic, and the rational. Perhaps the archetypes of the tra- 
ditional irresponsible ruler were the Russian tsars, who presumed to 
be exercising power according to long-established custom but for prac- 
tical purposes recognized no superior earthly authority. Peter the 
Great adopted the role of the Russian God’s eartlily emissary as the 
effective head of the church. When a delegation of churchmen came 
to ask that he appoint a head of the state church, Peter pointed to 
himself and said “here is your patriarch.” ” Besides the tsars, other 
cases in which a kind of traditional irresponsibility has been prominent 
include the medieval popes in their capacity as earthly rulers over ac- 
tual land-territory, the Japanese emperors before the Second World 
War, and possibly the South African white oligarchy in the 1950s. 

A major characteristic of this type of rule is that it is government 
by grace, a kind of paradoxical omnipotence deri\-ed from God, a 
magical interpretation of the nation’s past which derives authority in 
a misty, romantic histor>'. This style of rule ignores the origins of 
authority (sanctioned power) in a prior, often savage, and never 
misty test of strength and cunning, violence and fraud. It elicits 
apathy in part at least because the manifestations of rule are so often 
brutal and perhaps because the people fear they are themselves truly 

Thomas G. Masank, The Spirit of Ritssia, London, George Allen and Unwin, 
Ltd., 1919, vol. 1, 62. Peter ne\erlheless was restrained by comparison witli the 
early Soviet rulers. He favored religious freedom, saying tliat "the human con- 
science is subject to God alone. Ibid., 63. 
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powerless and that God is indeed on tlte rulers side. This apathy, 
rooted in the sheer struggle for survival, is mistaken for assent. When 
the apathy changes to antipathy in a revolution, such rulers are appar- 
ently often incredulous. The deep popular reluctance, indeed fear, 
of breaking with the past lends by default a precarious stability to 
such regimes. 

The term charisma— miraculously given power— was transferred by 
Max Weber from its original religious meaning to politics. He de- 
scribed it as the “absolutely personal de\otion and personal confidence 
in revelation, heroism, or other (jualities of individual leadership.” 
The charismatic leader is thus one whose claim to rule is neither as 
a perpetuator of traditional values nor as one who resolves conflicting 
interests by reasonable and just means but as one endowed with super- 
human powers to solve political problems. In the abstract, pure case 
he is seen by his followers as being «//-powerful, all-wise, and morally 
perfect. Perhaps Mahomet and Brigham Young, who were simultane- 
ou.sly prophets and political leaders, come close to the pure case. 

One of the outstanding characteristics of charismatic rule is its mass 
base. Unlike the tsar or the palace revolutionary, the charismatic 
ruler is not content \vith gaining and maintaining control merely o\er 
the machinery of government— the police, administrative offices, legis- 
lature, and courts. He consciously seeks to gain control over the in- 
dividual citizen— not just by the threat of force but perhaps more 
significantly by appealing for aflirmatiNC and enthusiastic devotion. 
The leader seeks not passive acceptance of his rule but an active iden- 
tification of the citizens' needs and e.xpectations with his o\m and 
those of the nation. The political demands of individuals become 
unifonn, at least on the manifest level, and are absorbed in and 
merged with the ect)nomic, social, and ethnic demands of the nation as 
these are expressed by the leader. A greater portion of the indiN idual's 
life finds its expression in politics. The charismatic follower becomes 
an undifferentiated, cancerous cell on tlie body politic. 

Like other styles of leadership, charisma is not a characteristic of 
leaders as such but a relationship between leader and followers. It 
depends both on the construction by a leader and his associates of an 
image of him as infallible, omniscient, and incorruptible and on a posi- 
tive, active response to this kind of image-building by those who are 

H. H. Gerth and C. \V. Mills, eds., Frotn Max Wrher: Essay, v in Sociolofiy, Lon- 
don, Rou(ledg(' and Kcgan Paul Ltd., 1948, 79. 
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predisposed toward such leadership. The “compleat” charismatic fol- 
lower is oriented in politics toward candidates, and in a particular 
way, rather than towards parties or issues. He tends to divide political 
figures on the basis of strength or weakness, omnicompetence or utter 
incompetence, righteousness or iniquity. He is unable to see any but 
good qualities in the leader he accepts or to see any good qualities in 
the one he rejects. Although strong liking for a candidate is not in 
itself evidential, for charismatics the emotional attraction of a candi- 
date is predominant and is coupled with the feeling that the leader 
is the incarnation of all virtues. 

Pure charismatic followers, like pure charismatic leaders, are ideal 
types unlikely to be found in actual situations. There are doubtless 
some charismatic tendencies in all candidates for popularly elected 
office above the level of sanitation supervisor. The well-known pane- 
gyrics of those who introduce candidates at a public gathering as often 
as not are full of hackneyed phrases suggesting the power of their 
men to move mountains, stop the tides, and gain or regain Utopia 
within two weeks of taking office. There are doubtless some tenden- 
cies in all citizens to believe that the candidate of their choice is 
superhuman and that his opponent is infrahuman. For, campaign 
hyperbole aside, the phenomenon of strong leadership is perhaps only 
rarely divorced completely from the will to be or to follow a leader 
who will make no mistakes and suffer no defeats at the hands of 
malignant, real enemies and hostile, shadowy forces. In politics, 
neither St. George nor the dragon is ever quite dead.*® 

Charismatic irresponsible rule differs from traditional irresponsible 
rule in being highly individual and personal. If a Russian tsar could 
claim some kind of mystical historic justification for his irresponsible 
rule, the charismatic derives power and gains authority by his own 
unique attributes. Government is an act of sovereign grace, but the 
ultimate sovereign is not God or the spirit of the revolution or whatnot. 
It is the person of the ruler. In an era of predominantly charismatic 
rule in a nation, the people do not want to cling to the past. Having 
made the free jump into the future, they reject the past and what it 
stands for, focusing all their political loyalties on the person of the 
ruler, to whom they cling all tlie more intensely for having rejected 

For an analysis of charismatic tendencies among voters in the 1952 Presidential 
campaign, when a militaiy hero was elected, in the United States, see J. C. Davies, 
Charisma in the 1952 Campaign, American Political Science Review, 4S: 1083- 
1102 (1954), w’here some of the above ideas were previously expressed. 
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the past. People who do attach themselves to such an irresponsible 
ruler of course have not thrown off the major part of their past. 

When there has been a popular shift from passive acceptance of 
traditional irresponsible to charismatic irresponsible rule, a tentative 
step has been taken from apathy to some kind of passive political in- 
volvement. The public has at last and at least come to watch the 
political circus. With tlie passage of time this very likely means that 
the public will become critical judges of the performers. They could 
never have done this if they had stayed away from the show. There 
is additional hope of political maturation because, in contrast to the 
traditional irresponsibility of tsars, charismatic rulers are unable to 
transfer their own personal popularity to a designated successor, be- 
cause their authority is derived from personal popular acceptance 
rather than from some mystic, supernatural, metahistorical force. 

Julius Caesar was one of tlie archetypes of the charismatic, irrespon- 
sible ruler. His eager cadre, with little hindrance from their chief, 
had statues erected of him— even temples built to honor liirn alone— 
and various festive days were established in his honor. For whatever 
reasons, he refusc*d to accept the crown of kingship, which would have 
lent the aura of tradition to his rule— and possibly have diminislied his 
personal authority. But he did pennit himself to recei\e the reverence 
bestowed on gods, including chariots to carr>' Iiis images. 

Caesar’s successors made a routine out of this personal investment 
witli gracious authority and adopted as the verbal symbol of their 
power the name Caesar, which thus began its lineal dt^scent down to 
the last tsar and last kaiser at the end of the First World War. When 
the later Caesars did this they were to a substantial degree losing the 
personal basis of their rule and becoming traditional rulers. They 
were to a considerable degree irresponsilile but, despite the symbols, 
no longer such unique and individual power figures. Tliey wore the 
invc*stments of Caesarly power like a garment that had been tailored 
for somc*one else. 

The irresponsible charismatic with his antique prototype has had 
a renaissance in the twentieth century in the style of rule of Hitler and 
Stalin, whose cult of personality was a central theme of the "secret” 
speech which Khrushchev made to the Twentieth Party Congress in 
February 1956. Not only was Stalin in his lifetime apparently re- 
garded by his followers and seemingly by himself as a supremely com- 
petent ruler, he was supreme in other realms as well. A poem ap- 
peared in Pravdu in 1936 that in part goes as follows: 
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St alin 

O, thou great leader of the peoples, 

Thou who gavest man his life. 

Thou who fructified the lands, 

Thou who rejuvenated centuries. 

Made chords sing and blossoms spring. 

Our hearts love, our factories work; 

In life around us is the strength, 

O, father, of thy mighty hands. 

Thou art the sun— my youth in bloom. 

In hearts of millions reflected; 

Thou hast from age-old gloom 
My sleeping country resurrected. 

And tlie disease has traveled to the Orient, to rationalist, Confucian, 
worldly China, which has no use for the spiritual, the supernatural. 
A poem appeared in Women of China, a magazine published in Peking, 
in 1961, entitled 

In Praise of Mao Tse-tung 

Mao Tse-tung, 

Mao Tse-tung, 

You are rain for the planting season. 

Breeze for the hottest noon, 

You are the red sun that never sets. 

Wind for boats that need a sail. 

If one never wants poverty to suffer, 

He has to follow Mao Tse-tung forever.*® 

Another Chinese magazine reported that a man who suffered for 
thirteen years from a gastro-intestinal disorder was cured by obeying 
the prescription of a scroll which Mao gave him, the scroll admonish- 
ing “let your body give rise to a power of resistance which will struggle 
against and finally defeat ... a chronic disease.” The man recovered, 
finally being healthy enough to shout “it is the party and Chairman 
Mao that have given me a new life.”** 

Kwame Nkrumah, the Prime Minister of Ghana, like the ancient 
Caesars, is honored by statues and street-names in his homeland. He 
has even outdone the Caesars, thanks to a technical advance after two 

Botli tlie Stalin and the Mao Tse-tung poems are quoted from Atlas: the 
Magazine of the World Press, vol. 1, no. 4, 60 (June 1961), by permission of the 
Publisher-Editor. 

21 Quoted in the Los Angeles Times, 16 May 1961. 
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thousand years, by appearing on postage stamps. An article in the 
Ghana press describes him thus: 

Kwame Nkrumah has revealed himself like a Moses— yea, a greater Moses 
. . . with the support of all African leaders he will help to lead his people 
across tlie Red Sea of imperialist massacre and suflFering. 

A newspaper cartoon in Accra in March 1960 showed a man labeled 
“Africa’' tied to a post, %vith “Christian settler” shooting at him. He 
cries “Kwame! Kwame!” and out of the sky, clad in a \vhite robe, 
comes Nkrumah to tlie rescue, saying “Africa, oh Motherland.” It is 
not quite clear whether Africa is Christ and Nknimah is God but the 
pictured scene scarcely implies that Osagy’cfo (tlie “great leader”) is 
human.” 

A third category of irresponsible rule is tlie rational or pararational. 
If the traditional, irresponsible ruler founds his authority in the mys- 
tic and misty past or in divine sanction, the rational ruler who is ir- 
responsible bases his in reason, more exactly in Reason, w’hich in 
some manner has been revealed to him exclusively and in the name 
of which tlie irresponsible, rationalist ruler is sole interpreter— in a 
real sense, the embodiment of Reason himself. Notable instances have 
been the leaders of the French Revolution and the early part of the 
Russian Revolution. Such rule and also traditional, irresponsible rule 
differ from charismatic rule because the source of authority lies some- 
where outside the ruler himself. In fact, how'ever, the authority of the 
rationalist, irresponsible ruler is also personal, like that of the tradi- 
tional and charismatic rulers, because ultimately there is no restraint 
on any of these rulers other than that which is self-imposed (jr which 
is the consequence of the public’s ability to withhold support by being 
apathetic. The latter restraint to the irresponsible, rationalist ruler is 
an obstacle like climate, topography, and natural resources— a natural 
phenomenon that has to be contended with and e\’en turned to the 
rulers advantage but not an object of solicitude save as the means of 
achieving the ruler’s purposes. 


No single label fils any single ruler 

There is in actuality no pure instance of any of these three cate- 
gories of irresponsible rule— quite apart from the very broad limita- 
tions imposed by the public’s ability to withhold support. The pure 
case would be a ruler who was altogether free of any inner restraint, 

**The quotations and the cartoon appeared in the B. B. C. Listener 66 (No 

1685), 46 (13 July 1901). 
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any inhibition of conscience, and whose knowledge of how to elicit 
popular support was so complete that he could make an entire popu- 
lace into his willing instrument. But it may be that the irresponsible 
ruler who invokes traditional or rational sanction feels less restraint 
than the purely personal ruler. If one believes that whatever he does 
is effected with the blessing of a nation’s past, its gods, God, or Reason, 
he may be better able to free himself from feelings of remorse, guilt, 
or of even the possibility of being in error than the charismatic 
ruler is. 

The traditional ruler who believes it is the national destiny to sub- 
due other races may feel quite virtuous at tlie enslavement of inferior 
peoples. The traditional ruler who believes that God commands him 
to torture and kill the enemy within the nation, who are minions of 
the Devil, may be altogether righteous in his bestiality. The rational 
ruler who deems it necessary to induce a cooperative spirit by letting 
hundreds of thousands or millions of dissident peasants starve may feel 
equally self-justified because dialectical materialism or history or pos- 
terity will inevitably prove his actions to have been correct. The 
rationalist differs from the traditionalist mainly in his gods. Having 
dethroned God, he is not thereby free of the need to rationalize ir- 
responsibility by invoking external authority. He replaces God with 
Reason and rules with no more inhibition than the traditionalist. The 
rationalist ruler is no more willing to examine the major premises 
from which he deduces the form and substance of his governing ac- 
tions tlian is the traditionalist. 

But it is doubtful that there has been or could be an incidence of 
rule tliat was altogether free of nonpopular restraints. And it is cer- 
tain that there cannot be any rule quite free of popular restraint, 
because rule inevitably involves an interaction between rulers and 
ruled, and if the ruled refuse to interact, if the ruled respond to the 
demands of rulers with indifference, there can be no rule. Nonpopu- 
lar restraints are instances in which the ruler actually is limited in 
what he does because he does not believe tradition or God will allow 
it or because Reason forbids. In Freudian terms, the ruler is limited 
by his Superego or his Ego-ideal. His conscience tells him it will 
be wrong to kill an opponent or his self-image becomes ugly or im- 
perfect as he looks into tlie mirror and sees evidence of an irrational 
enjoyment in the suffering of liis enemies. 

Abstractly speaking, the charismatic, personal ruler who acknowl- 
edges no law outside himself should be quite free of the theoretical 
and often the actual inhibitions of tradition, reason, and compassion. 
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But concretely the charismatic may be somewhat limited by nonpopu- 
lar restraints. This seems so because the altogether arbitrary personal 
ruler might find it difficult to attract a following unless there is some 
coincidence of self-interest, such tliat each member of the cadre finds 
the leader to be serving some of his major interests. Without this re- 
ciprocal interest, there would inevitably arise occasions on which a 
divergence of self-interest would compel the leader to adjust to the 
interests of others. The lack of identical congruence of self-interest 
would compel compromise. If Hitler had insisted that his cadre ab- 
stain from eating meat, drinking alcohol, or associating witli women 
to the puritanical degree he did, it is doubtful that he would ever 
have had a following. He found it appropriate to kill Enist Roelim 
and some otlier socialist members of the Nazi part>' in 1934, but if he 
had truly established a fixed hierarchy into which there was no access 
for the gifted outsider and no recognition of equalitarianism, National 
Socialism might well have burned itself out before t'onsuming Ger- 
many and Europe. 

Actual autocratic rulers thus never fall neatly into one category or 
another. Each will in greater or less degree manifest some traditional- 
ism, some charisma, some rationalism. If the tsars were traditionalists 
they also in some instances (for example, Alexander I who in a sense 
was Russia’s response to the Napoleonic image) manifest some charis- 
matic tendencies and (again like Alexander) some rationalism along 
with the mysticism. If Hitler’s rule was highly personal, it also ap- 
pealed to the mystic'al folk spirit of the ancient Germanic race. And 
it had a strong appeal for those who tliought there should be a more 
rational relationship between talent, performance, and reward than 
the rigidly class-based German society had hitherto allowed. The ra- 
tionalist style of Lenin’s rule, despite the early revolutioni,sts’ effort 
to deny the past and magic, could not avoid the popular imputation 
to Lenin of an historic role as a Russian and the possession of super- 
human powers. Typologies such as the present one are useful if they 
help indicate relative emphasis. If they suggest a simple-minded 
purity of style they do a disservice, because styles of rule are far harder 
to isolate in actuality than are even such complicated stuffs as organic 
compounds in the chemical laboratory. The chemically pure charis- 
matic has never existed. 

After this discussion of various combinations of autocratic, irre- 
sponsible rule, we can now consider the heterocratic, respotisible 
counterparts. 
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Traditional heterocrats 

Traditional responsible rulers are mainly responsible to the past, 
to a maintenance of both uniformity and continuity of present with 
past action. They are highly reluctant to do what has not been done 
or what the founding fathers, the great monarchs, or the great prime 
ministers of the past might disapprove of. Like Churchill, they do not 
feel that they have taken office in order to preside over the liquidation 
of anything great and glorious or indeed to change anything that has 
worked fairly well. Some examples include Charles II and George III 
of England, Franz Josef of the Austro-Hungarian empire, possibly 
Wilhelm II, and surely Konrad Adenauer of Germany, the Ashanti 
chiefs of Ghana, such American Presidents as the two Adamses, Mc- 
Kinley, Taft, and Eisenhower. Like any other rulers, these traditional, 
responsible rulers may be vigorous and active, such as George III or 
Churchill or Wilhelm or Adenauer, but they are notably inactive when 
it comes to real innovation. They wish to restore the power of the king 
or of the empire or of their beloved fatlierland, and they \\ash only 
such adaptation to changed circumstances as is absolutely essential 
in order for the monarchy or the empire or tlie nation to survive. 

Charismatic heterocrats 

It is logically inconsistent to include charismatic rule in the respon- 
sible heterocratic category. Yet in actuality tliere are several rulers 
whose appeal has had an inevitably magic quality about it, with many 
followers believing the leader to be omnipotent, omniscient, and 
morally perfect, but with the leader himself being rather strictly self- 
limited in his actions. Some such rulers w'ho have had considerable 
charismatic appeal include Andrew' Jackson and Franklin Roosevelt 
in the United States, de Gaulle in France, and probably Bourguiba in 
Tunisia. Jackson was enormously popular but also had a clear sense 
that he could not do ever>’tliing he w'anted to. He was limited by 
the expectations of the middle class, the w'orking class, and the west- 
ern farmers who supported him so ardently and to whom he was so 
sensitive. He was also limited by a kind of gentlemanly code of liis 
ow’n that kept him from doing tilings in defiance of the Constitution 
or even of due legal process. In his fight ivith the Supreme Court, 
the veritable symbol of tradition in the United States, Franklin Roose- 
velt w'as only attempting to do what Lincoln and other Presidents 
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had done— alter its composition by enlarging its membership. When 
he lost, he did not by guile, demagogy, or other autocratic process 
seek to reverse the emphatic rejection of his plan by Congress. He 
abode by the decision. 

The deep suspicion of his most extreme opponents, who, like some 
of his ardent supporters, imagined him capable of anything, was a 
source of puzzled anger on Roosevelt’s part because he was sex erely 
limited by a set of deeply inculcated values acquired at home, in 
preparatory school, and in college. These more effectively controlled 
him than did his extreme opponents. In the very critical, frightened 
months of 1933 when he first became President, he was probably 
more restrained from becoming a dictator by these \ alues than by an>’ 
interference on the part of Congress or any major segment of the 
public. Yet he retained a magical quality tliat not only contributed to 
his victories at election time but to a belief among some that he 
could do no wrong and could not fail in any of his enterprises, domes- 
tic or foreign. 

Rational heterocrats 

Rational, responsible rulers, the most desirable and perhaps least 
to be feared category, are inhibited by a "reasonable” outlook. It in- 
cludes a healthy, reasoned respect for the \'alue and ine\’itabilily of 
tradition or habit but is more immediately responsise to the unprece- 
dented, perhaps nonrecurrent, exigencies of the political dilemma of 
the era. The appeal is to thought more tlian to either habit or emotion 
or personal loyalties and tlie leader presupposes an aljility of people 
to respond to such an appeal. Among American Presidents, Jefferson 
is doubtless the most clear-cut instance, with Wilson and Lincoln ex- 
hibiting a style that was predominantly rational but less purely so 
than Jefferson's. Thomas Masaryk, the founder of Czeclioslovakia, 
and Nehru, the father of modern India, are other instances. 

The predominance of a rational style does not of course preclude 
less than rational actions. In a sense Jefferson’s Declaration of Inde- 
pendence was a restrainc*d piece of demagogy in its focusing of hostil- 
ity on the British King rather than Parliament. And Jefferson was 
capable of decisively defeating a political enemy by every honorable 
political device lie could employ, as in his attack on Aaron Burr in 
1807. But probably no American President has dependtxl so heavily 
on quiet disc'ourse and persuasive appeal to reason in dealing with 
both Congress and the public. More responsible to what he thought 
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reasonable and proper than responsive to the popular passion, he could 
be reluctant as a strict constructionist of the Constitution to purchase 
Louisiana, despite the manifest and widespread popularity of such a 
move— and later ignore widespread unpopularity in pursuing his policy 
of embargo and nonintercouuse with Europe during the Napoleonic 
wars. 

It seems evident not only that irresponsible autocratic rulers can 
exhibit in varying degrees all three styles of rule— traditional, charis- 
matic, and rational— but that responsible heterocrats can show the 
same styles. It is also evident that no actual ruler who succeeds— 
that is, who does— can be altogether responsible or irresponsible. Even 
as the charismatic autocrat will limit the arbitrariness of his rule in 
the interest of staying in power, so even the traditionalist heterocrat 
will bend tradition slightly and the rationalist heterocrat on occasion 
act rather arbitrarily on his own authority, unauthorized by tradition, 
constitution, reason, or popular mandate. 

The case of Lincoln 

A most remarkable instance of the fluid combination of tradition 
and rationality, in both autocratic and heterocratic forms, is Abraham 
Lincoln. His case is so special as to make it contentious to fit him into 
any category— except that one can easily argue against the notion that 
he himself made many efforts to encourage a charismatic image. A 
legend almost as soon as he died, he rather sedulously avoided in his 
lifetime generating the notion that he was all-powerful, all-knowing, 
and free of blemish in political morals. His opponents in the Demo- 
cratic and Republican parties and in the wartime cabinet were even 
more sedulous to see that the image of him remained mortal. As a 
reminder that no particular leader’s style nicely fits any one of the 
fixed categories, let us consider briefly the man whose style presents 
evidence of all six. 

We should first, however, establish that Lincoln, in contrast to others 
in his time, did, in Dante’s sense, as people must in order to merit our 
further consideration. Among the major political problems, or more 
exactly the profound public questions, that called for resolution was 
the possibility of maintaining a large political unit— large in area and 
in population— as a unit, in the face of conflicting value systems that 
were geographically separated. In more concrete terms, could a na- 
tion be maintained in which there were such sharp differences on the 
most desirable economic base for the good society (industrialization 
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versus the production of basic raw materials by agriculture) and the 
appropriate social base ( self-exploiting versus slave-exploiting agri- 
culture). 

Anotlier of the major problems was the broad one of whether in- 
deed all people were equal and if so, in what sense. Derivative of 
this problem was the one of self-rule. If people were equal, then they 
were competent to share equally in the exercise of basic political 
power-basic policy making. If people were not, then some system 
of socio-economic-political exploitation was appropriate. Lincoln ex- 
pressed all of tliese basic problems in the Gettysburg Address, which 
in a sense he had spent his adult life in formulating: “. . . our fore- 
fathers brought forth on tliis continent a new nation, conceived in 
liberty and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal. 
Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that nation, 
or any nation so conceived and so dedicated, can long endure.” 

Although neither Lincoln nor anyone else could be sure in Novem- 
ber 1863, when he delivered the speech, that tlie great social experi- 
ment had succeeded, tlie scientific testing of the proposition had, by 
the high-water mark of the Civil War, been carried out to a rough, 
crude, but decisive conclusion. The Union was maintained; the be- 
lief that all men are created equal, denied with increasing candor by 
Southern leaders, remained the accepted belief in the American so- 
ciety; it did not die on the battlefield. And government of the people, 
by the people, for the people did not perish from the earth. It could 
in any event have remained a hving idea. The Civil War caused it to 
remain a continuing practice, however imperfect, in America. The 
cost was enormous in life, liberty, property, and happiness but that 
testing of the proposition was successful and aflirmative. 

The plans and actions of all other prominent politicians of the pre- 
Civil War era failed in eidier or both of two ways— in preserving the 
Union or in maintaining a practice of a belief in human equality. 
Senator Stephen A. Douglas, who probably came closest to recognizing 
the total series of grave issues, failed in the emphasis he placed on 
equality. His resolution of the problem was in a rather mechanical 
reliance on the techniques of popular democracy and majority rule. 
He did not much consider tlie basic presupposition of democracy, that 
all people are-as ends, not means-of equal worth, tliat subjectively 
they are equal. His belief in mechanically achieved popular sover- 
eignty was embodied in the 1854 Kansas-Nebraska act. When his 
reliance proved ill-founded- a consequence that batlicd Kansas in 
blood, John Brown, and brutality-he had no furtlier proposal but 
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more of the same. The 1860 election, which precipitated the secession 
from the Union of the Southern states, proved how inadequate was 
his reliance on majoritarianism on a nationwide scale. There was no 
majority agreement on any candidate in 1860. 

Senator John C. Calhoun, whose death in 1850 portended by fifteen 
years the death of the system he advocated, proposed as the moral 
foundation for his social system the frank exploitation of some people 
by others. In this system, some people were valued exclusively for 
their instrumentality, their usefulness to others. In an anticipation of 
later analyses of the exploited society this “Marx of the master class,” 
as Hofstadter called Calhoun,*® proposed the furtherance of what he 
called civilization (by which he meant possibly a serene plantation life 
with Shakespeare read on the veranda as strains of Mozart softly 
floated from the music room where the children practiced quartets) 
by the physical exploitation and control of black people. 

Looking at society from the interests of a class, Calhoun, like Marx, 
proposed a moral resolution that was universalistic only to tlie extent 
that it was a theory for ex-ploitation everywhere by a particular class. 
This was the end and the justification for politics. The means for 
achieving it in Callioun’s system involved some logical and semantic 
legerdemain whereby a concurrent majority would decide basic issues 
that divided society deeply. By a concurrent majority he meant that 
if a minority opposed the majority, the minority could veto, that is, 
forbid, action by the majority. The minority, which he had in mind 
but which became an abstract principle as he wrote, was the South, 
specifically the small slave-holding minority in the South, plus the 
bamboozled Southern majority wliich dreamily imagined that slave- 
owners’ exploitation was only of slaves. The specific issue he had in 
mind was, at bottom, whether indeed all men were created equal, an 
issue he politically proposed not to face but to ignore, by the instru- 
ment of veto. The issue was not one on which people could agree to 
disagree without acknowledging that equality between blacks and 
whites was as trivial as whether .\Iabama com pone was as good as 
Wisconsin corn bread. 

The abolitionists, whether of the speaking kind like William Lloyd 
Garrison and Wendell Phillips or the acting kind like John Brown, 
cannot be charged wdtli suffering from the moral cataracts that im- 
paired Calhoun’s vision. But sensitive as they were to the intrinsic 

See the analysis of Calhoun in Richard Hofstadter, The American Political 
Tradition and the Men Who Made It. New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1948, ch. 4. 
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worth of human beings, they had no understanding of gross political 
processes— politics by the techniques necessary in a large, diverse so- 
ciety. As means. Garrison chose emotional arguments, Phillips a 
highly moral rationality, and Brown an atavistic violence. The viabil- 
ity of these methods in a large society is limited and, with the excep- 
tion of Phillips’ inherently moderate style, they are alien to the politi- 
cal process of accommodation. 

Unable to adjust to less tlian total victory, abolitionists had much 
in common stylistically with their Southern antagonists and \\nth the 
twentieth-century totalitarians, both of these groups seeking a one-to- 
one correlation between ideology and polity. The role of such groups 
as Garrison and Phillips was related to politics but was only proto- 
political— no more political than the land on which a structure is built 
is a house. Garrison and Phillips were willing to see the Union de- 
stroyed rather than permit the continuation of slavery. Like Calhoun, 
they would destroy the Union rather than abandon their belief. It is 
not that their morality was equally as good as Calhoun’s, because 
theirs was humane and civilized, which Calhoun’s was not. But slave- 
owners and abolitionists all equally were incapable of maintaining 
both their values and their recognition of Union as related to these 
values.®* 

James Buchanan, the man who presided over the 6nal collapse of 
the federal Union before Lincoln faced the task of putting it back to- 
gether again, is so loud a silence, so eloquent a failure, as to make one 
feel cruel even to resurrect his name. lie truly seemed overwhelmed 
by the savage fury of the growing political storm, so overwhelmed that 
like the man in battle who is furious at a button that pops off his 
combat fatigues, Buchanan faced the storm by ignoring it. The Dred 
Scott decision, like the Kansas-Nebraska act which led to the found- 


** If the symmetry of argument appears overdrawn, bear In mind that slavery 
probably survived for a briefer period in consequence of secession than it would 
have otherwise. Lincoln in the Emancipation Proclamation of 1 January 1863 
did not free slaves in the states that had not rebelled. And the Southern gentry, 
as a former slavocracy, would not have fared so ill politically if they had not re- 
belled. As it was, they were faced with the degrading phenomenon of a succes- 
sion of demagogues from Tilman to Bilbo to Long. There was never such a 
threat to the English landed gentry, which pliantly adapted to industrialization 
and the entrance into politics of unpropertied people and even intellectuals. The 
Southern gentry as a ruling class has never quite recovered from the Civil War 
and has therefore become only a romantic would-be ruling class, in practice quite 
<^mpletely displaced by energetic bourgeoisie who only as an afterthought cast 
themselves clumsily in the role of gentry. 
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ing of the Republican party on its free-farmer base, did not seem 
something for the public to get alarmed about. Douglas’s insistence 
on a fair administration of the Kansas plebiscite struck Buchanan as 
an arrogant kind of intraparty contumacy. He could not decide what 
to do about beleaguered and besieged Federal garrisons in the South, 
and when his Secretary of War ordered troops sent by ship to one of 
them, he countermanded tlie order— after the ship had sailed. He 
could not even guide a Republican Congress whose recusancy is 
reminiscent of the intrasigence, sanctimony, and irresponsibility of 
twentieth-century Nazis, Fascists, and Communists whenever they have 
appeared incongruously in the legislatures of constitutional democra- 
cies. 

Buchanan is the epitome of tlie failure to do. His tragedy was 
partly personal because his freedom of action had not been altogether 
destroyed by the boiling up of rebellion and by the bipolarization of 
loyalties that two generations before had well-nigh spoken with a 
single voice that all men are endowed by their Creator ^vith tlie in- 
alienable rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Unable 
to think, save in the mechanical terms of part)' government, Buchanan 
was unable to recognize a social force as an aspect of reality or to 
believe that anyone could hold anything more dear tlian the Demo- 
cratic part)' and the Union. He was an American Neville Chamber- 
lain, without even tlie latter’s compassion. 

Lincoln indeed benefits partly by contrast with his contemporaries, 
but notably by contrast ^^'ith Buchanan. If Buchanan, for reasons of 
the times and personal obtuseness and his part)' bureaucratism, could 
not succeed, Lincoln at least had the opportunit)' to do so. The ob- 
stacles overcome by him and the Northerners were so enormous that 
the very fact of succeeding in doing so stands out: we overlook how 
the task was done. In a sense Lincoln represents on a magnificent 
level a rationale which has so testily been ad^•anced by defenders of 
modem dictators: “After all, he built the Autobahn, didn’t he?” One 
can say of Lincoln, “.After all, he prcser\’ed tlie Union and freed the 
slaves”— which quite neglects how he did these things. It was so great 
a task as to lead some to beatify liis every act and to refuse to con- 
sider his style of rule as anything less tlian divine. 

The flavor of tradition-guided autocracy is not strong in Lincoln, 
but he did feel, increasingly as his Presidency, tlie Civil War, and his 
life approached tlieir simultaneous end, that he and tlie nation were 
bound by a kind of fate that was predetermined by God. He seemed 
at times almost to inWte death. When he left Springfield to assume 
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the Presidency in Wasliington City, he bade his friends farewell, “not 
knowing when or whether ever I may return.” He toured a battle- 
field near Washington, exposing his sbc-foot. four-inch frame, plus tall 
stovepipe hat, heedlessly within tlie range of enemy fire. Witliin hours 
after the Confederate army had left Riclimond, he walked the streets 
of that rebel stronghold with no real means of preventing the reach of 
a sniper’s bullet. On tire way back to Washington, where he arrived 
on Ure 9th of April, the day of Lee’s surrender to Grant, Lincoln read 
from Iris favorite among Shakespeare’s plays, the report that “Duncan 
is in his grave; after life's fitful fever he sleeps well . . . , nor steels 
nor poisons, . . . nothing can touch liim further.” So spoke Lincoln 
the words of the regicide Macbeth on Duncan, tire killed king, the 
Sunday before Friday tire 14th of April, when a young actor shot 
Lincoln in the head, leaped on to the stage from the President's box 
and shouted “Sic semper tyrannis,” tire final scene of the final act of 
Lincoln's life. 

A sense of inevitable victory accompanied the sense of inevitable 
suffering that made Lincoln so heedless of personal safety, so resigrred 
to whatever must be. The appalling cost of war ground him down as 
it did his Northern and Southern countrymen. In his Second In- 
augural Address in March 1865, he said, 


Fondly do we hope-fervently do we pray-that this mighty scourge of 

war may speedily pass away. Yet, if Cod wills that it continue, until all 

the wealth piled by the bond-man’s two hundred and fifty years of un- 

^oil shall be sunk, and until every drop of blood drawn by the lash, 

shall be paid by another drawn with the sword, as was said three thousand 

ye^s ago, so still it must be said “the judgments of the Lord are true and 
righteous altogether.” 


He seemed really to feel that human affairs were in great degree 
beyond human control, puzzling himself with tlie irony that both sets 
of combatants were impossibly convinced that Cod was on their side. 
He ruminated that “God wills this contest and wills that it shall not 
end yet," and that God intended "some great good to follow tliis 
mighty convulsion which no mortal could make and no mortal could 
stay. « This feeling grew with the spread of suffering as the war 

progressed. 

Tliis resignation to divine will, it may be argued, is kin to the gov- 


r !r nonpubUc wriUng speUcd the pronoun referring to God with 

His Speeches 

and Writings, Cleveland and New York, The World PubUsIiing Co., 1946, 655. 
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emment by divine grace of the tsars. It is directly descended in 
Lincoln's mind from a kind of fatalism of a more rational sort in which 
not God but mind figured as the ultimate controlling force, a Doctrine 
of Necessity conceived in the eighteenth-century rationalism of Jeffer- 
son and dedicated to the proposition that liberty must inevitably 
spread dirou^out the world. The day of final liberation of all man- 
kind would come when with “all appetites controlled, all passions sub- 
dued, all matters subjected, mind, all conquering mind, shall live and 
move the monarch of the world.” This speech, delivered almost a 
quarter of a century before the Second Inaugural, reflected less a sub- 
stantive belief that later changed, than an earlier way of putting it. 
If mind ruled in 1842 and God in 1865, it apparently meant to Lincoln 
that there was a body of natural law discovered by mind that de- 
scribed the workings of human nature, which was God’s decree.*® 
The change in emphasis seemed to be the consequence of a humbling 
sense that mind could discover only a small fraction of natural law 
rather than the consequence of any basic change in outlook. 

The image is not of a capricious, gracious God, but of an impersonal 
force that operated in predictable ways if men (including Lincoln) 
could only discover what these laws were. To this extent Lincoln 
cannot be said to have evidenced traditionalism of the autocratic sort. 
Strong as was his basic self-confidence as a ruler, he does not seem to 
have thought that he himself had a private wire to the divine residence 
or a total grasp of the laws of nature. The autocratic, anomic aspect 
of tradition, of the future as it unfolds out of the past, for Lincoln lay 
wholly in the ignorance of its regularity, not in a belief that develop- 
ment failed to be in accordance with law. Lincoln’s view may put 
him in the same broad category with Freud, who postulated a kind 
of dualism: reason (Logos) on the one hand and reality or empirical 
and logical necessity, natural law (Anangke) on the otlier, with the 
former the means of discovering but not controlling the latter. 

The problem for Lincoln was the practical one of so guiding public 
affairs that a bit of reason could discover how to help fulfill Ae in- 
evitable with a bit less suffering. The difference from traditional 
autocracy thus lies in a faith that God is not capricious but just. The 
kinship with autocracy is that Lincoln did not suppose any other per- 
son to have as good a notion as he of how the future would emerge 

See the discussion by Edmund Wilson, The Union as Religious Mysticism, in 
his Eight Essays, Garden City, New York, Doubleday Anchor Books, 1954, 181- 
202, especially 192-196. 
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out of the past. The difference in its practical consequences may have 
been nothing more than a paradoxical humility which led Lincoln to 
believe that if others were ignorant, he was also— and his ignorance 
was only a wliit less awesome. He must therefore act cautiously, un- 
like the self-flattered ruler who feels so close to God that he sometimes 
forgets the distinction in his own mind. 

The breakdown of tlie mental distinction establishes kinship in out- 
look between the traditional autocrat who believes in God and the 
rational autocrat who kills Him. Both in practice make themselves 
the ultimate source of power. This identification of self with ultimate 
sources of power is a perceptual, ideational error which Lincoln never 
fell into. Yet Lincoln made and unmade generals. He interfered on 
all levels with the routine functioning of the administrative depart- 
ments. To a general fighting in the field his action must have seemed 
like bare power quite bereft of predictability in its exercise. To de- 
serted soldiers appealing for a commutation of a sentence of death, 
Lincoln's frequent beneficence must have seemed like infinite mercy 
rather than judgments which are true and righteous altogether. 

The notion that Lincoln was omnipotent, omniscient, and morally 
perfect, that he was a truly cliarismatic person, would logically follow 
in Lincoln’s mind had he himself souglit to foster the image. There is 
no good evidence that he did and much good evidence tliat the image 
nevertheless began to emerge in his lifetime, and after a century still 
persists. How then did the image grow and why did he not foster it? 
Fundamentally it appears to have been one result of Lincoln’s un- 
promising background. The very commonness of it and the very ex- 
traordinary success of his role produced a paradoxical but inescapable 
juxtaposition that seemed miraculous and therefore in Weberian terms 
charismatic. His excursion from log-cabin nativity to his sanctifica- 
tion as emancipator has so defied reasoned explanation as to facilitate 
the notion that he was omnicompetent and morally perfect. His pa- 
ternal ancestors indeed were farmers; his mother, so at least he be- 
lieved, was illegitimate; he did have altogether no more than a year’s 
formal schooling; and success, in his loves and his married life and in 
his career, came only haltingly and after successive failures in botl) 
roles. Yet he did become a supremely successful President. 

In June 1860, Lincoln prepared a short campaign autobiography, 
written in the third person, some two weeks after his nomination as 
Presidential candidate at the Chicago convention of the Republican 
party. He mentioned all the things in tlie preceding paragraph except 
his romantic unsuccess with women, but he made little of these ordi- 
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nary occurrences, in an account that scarcely reads like the miraculous 
life of a saint.^^ The myth that surrounds Lincoln, that indeed sur- 
rounded him even as he made his way to the White House is thus, as 
Hofstadter suggests, either self-made or made by Lincoln.®® Spon- 
taneous generation occurs no more in politics than in the etiology of 
disease. The myth arose not of itself but of the passionate desire of 
people to establish continuity between their own ordinary lives and 
beliefs and values and those of their leader. Lincoln unarguably had 
a common background and a successful presidency. So people saw 
themselves in him and in their identification made the impossible for 
them come true in him. 

Tliere could be no easier task for Lincoln and his adherents than 
to encourage a charismatic image. Some of his adherents tried to do 
this, with considerable success. In this, Lincoln remained either 
neutral or discouraged the creation of a miraculous image of himself. 
He said during the war that he was living proof that anyone could 
become President, a radical contradiction of the notion that his “Pil- 
grim’s Progress” was a miracle. The miracle, if there were to be one, 
would be his (Lincoln’s) self-restraint in view of his tremendous po- 
litical ambition. Yet the self-restraint existed and the charismatic label 
does not fit Lincoln the way it fits Hitler, Stalin, and Nkrumah. The 
miraculous image of charisma is always spurious and always in some 
degree the product of the ruler liimself. Caesar had tlie power to keep 
his bust out of temples. Hitler need not have permitted the swearing 
of loyalty to him personally. Stalin need not have tolerated the notion 
that he was the sun that gave life to Russia. Nkrumah could have 
kept his picture off postage stamps. These demagogues let themselves 
be styled demigods. Lincoln did not. 

The sense, if not the knowledge, of this fact, by people living in 
Lincoln's time and since, has itself lent a miraculous quality to his 
life and rule. In this sense, Lincoln succeeded as a charismatic ruler 
where these self-styled members of the genre only tried too hard to 
succeed. When devotees of Lincoln among the general and scholarly 
publics give up the search for an explanation of Lincoln’s humanity, 
his non-divinity, then indeed Lincoln will have become charismatic 
despite his own efforts and tliose of students of Iiis life who feel dis- 
contented at miraculous explanations. 

In a careful speech that he made in 1838, when he was almost thirty 


2^ See Basler, op. cit., 547-555. 

28 See Hofstadter, op. cit., ch. 5, Abr.aham Lincoln and the Self-Made Myth. 
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years old and four years after he was first elected to public office, 
Lincoln outlined his beliefs as to how “we, the American people” can 
perpetuate our free political institutions. In language a bit flowery 
by comparison with his austere Presidential prose, he emphasized the 
dangers of both mobocracy and tyranny. He attacked, that is, the 
tyrant in the minds of tlie pubUc and tlie tyrant in the minds of their 
rulers. More specifically he was warning of the dangers inherent in 
tile recent lynching in St. Louis, Missouri, of a free Negro who had 
apparently just killed someone; implicitly he seemed to be warning 
of the killing tliree months before by a mob in Alton, Illinois, of an 
abolitionist editor named Elijah Lovejoy. At the same time he was 
warning of the danger of “an Alexander, a Caesar, or a Napoleon, of 
the man of limitless iiolitical aspiration who wanted to rule without 
legal restraint.” He was in this probably talking more to liimself tlian 
his audience and probably warning others to watch out for people 
with the ambitions of Abraham Lincoln.*® 

It was this sharp, penetrating look mto others, into tlie general pub- 
lic, that prevented tlie flattery of the public which characterizes the 
demagogue. It was the equally sharp and deep look into liimself 
that helped prevent his becoming the conscious charismatic— and it 
should be understood that I do not believe that there can be an un- 
conscious charismatic. When an idolizing crowd came to serenade 
him at the White House, the day after tlie Southern surrender at 
Appomattox, Lincoln bade them return tlie next night. Wlien they 
did, Lincoln, having already delayed their natural excitement at vic- 
tory in so agonized a struggle, did not fall into tlie mood of celebra- 
tion but with an intensity reminiscent of his speeches before the war 
spoke of the task of reconstruction that lay ahead. 

Other rulers have fallen into demagogy and charisma in knowl- 
edge of what they were doing. Caesar allowed his own idolization, 
shrewdly drawing back from the proffer of monarchy. It is easier to 
impute to him an understanding of liis public image than a stupid 
misunderstanding of it, Napoleon and Hitler similarly fostered tlieir 
own charisma. 

How then can one argue, as I am, that Lincoln did not foster this? 
He was a conscious craftsman in the art of political persuasion. He 

For tlic maluniUon of Lincoln’s ideology, see Harry V. Jaffa, Crisw of the 
House Divided, Garden City, New York, Doubled.iy and Co., 1959, ch. 9, 
The Teaching Concerning Political Salvation. The author emphasizes Lincoln’s 
fear of both amoral leaders and amoral citizens. 



318 Human nature in politics 

moved people deeply in both speaking and writing. There was some- 
thing almost disingenuous in tlie ingenuous statement in the Gettys- 
burg Address of November 1863 when Lincoln said that “the world 
will little note nor long remember what we say here,” less than a year 
after he said, in December 1862, in his annual message to Congress: 
“Fellow citizens, we cannot escape history. We of this Congress and 
this administration will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No 
personal significance, or insignificance, can spare one or the other 
of us. The fiery trial through which we pass wiU hght us down in 
honor or dishonor, to the latest generation.”®® 

In his highly conscious efiFort to build for posterity an image of him- 
self, he wanted it to be a particular kind of image, which if narcissis- 
tic was narcissism of the sort that animated Christ and not the re- 
vivalist preachers of the t^ventieth century, of the sort that seemed to 
animate Adenauer and not to have bestirred Hitler, whose actions 
did not— in the way he had in mind— have much to do with shaping 
German liistory for tlie next thousand years. And indeed Lincoln’s 
was the kind of self-image that appears to be sought after by Neliru 
among his own people, an image compounded of devotion, aloofness, 
warmth and coldness, admiration for and scolding of tlie citizenry, 
and a desire to gain immortalit>' but a willingness to wait till after 
hi.s death to achieve it. 

With a dispassionate interest that is supposed also to characterize 
scientists, Lincoln was the rationalist ruler, calmly observing the world 
inside and outside his own head. His rationality was again of both the 
autocratic and heterocratic sort. In the most fundamental sense, in 
his noting of a relationship between natural law, the Declaration of 
Independence and its equalitarian postulate, and the United States 
Constitution as the instrument, Linc'oln was bound by a very general 
kind of law. But this left him free to perform a series of acts which 
could not in any rigorous sense be constitutionally justified. He started 
to raise an army ^\’hcn Congress was not e\ en in session, and he did 
not call Congress into special session until three months after Fort 
Sumter had been fired on. He withdrew funds from the Treasury 
without appropriation. He issued an Emancipation Proclamation, 
which deprived southern slave-holders of chattels worth well over a 
billion dollars, without due process of law. He suspended the writ 
of habeas coq>us, first in areas quite removed from tlie military scenes 


30 Easier, op. cit, 688. 
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of battle and then throughout the nation. At least 13,000 people were 
detained as political prisoners.®^ 

His rationale was that the end— the saving of the Constitution in 
order to save the Declaration of Independence— justified the means: 

My oath to preserve the Constitution imposed on me the duty of preserv- 
ing by every indispensable means that government, that nation, of which 
the Constitution was the organic law. ... I felt that measures, otherwise 
unconstitutional, might become lawful by becoming indispensable to the 
preservation of the Constitution through the preservation of the nation. . . . 
I could not feel that, to the best of my ability, I had ever tried to preserve 
the Constitution, if to save slavery or any minor matter, I should permit the 
wreck of the government, country and Constitution altogether.®* 

No American President has governed outside the Constitution quite 
so much as did Lincoln. And yet no President has exhibited more 
self-restraint in the face of opportunity to act witliout restraint, unless 
it be Franklin Roosevelt in 1933 when the nation was in a mood com- 
pounded of sullen anger, frustration, and panic. FDR could have 
governed by decree, imprisoned his extreme right-wing opposition, and 
withheld the pay of recalcitrant judges. But laws were passed, tlie 
bitter opposition continued beyond liis death, and judges got their pay 
regularly. Lincoln did restrain himself, perhaps, because in the 1838 
speech he put himself and tlie public on notice of the dangers of 
tyranny and because he had the vision, the patience, and the supreme 
self-confidence to rest his case with posterity rather than with his con- 
temporaries. He despaired from time to time during the war, notably 
before the 1864 election in which liis opponent was tlie frustrated Gen- 
eral McClellan. But he never got so desperate that he basically 
altered his policy from one of self-restraint to self-indulgence in power. 
The statement which Khrushchev in his February 1956 speech attri- 
buted to StaUn, tliat he would crush Tito, the recalcitrant Yugoslav 
Communist, is inconceivable of Lincoln, whose response to obstacles 
was political or administrative maneuver ratlier tlian force and vio- 
lence. 

Lincoln indeed did exhibit traditionalism, charisma and rationality 
in his rule. He was by habit the first and the last of these— a \\Tiig 
in the largely Democratic, Jackson-oriented State of Illinois and a prac- 

See Benfamln P. Thomas, Abraham Lincoln, New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1952, 
370-381. 

Quoted in Wilfred E. Binkley, President and Congress, 3rd ed.. New York, 
Vintage Books, 1962, 154-155. For Lincoln's quasi-legislative actions, see ibid., 
ch. 6, esp. 152-154. 
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ticing attorney capable of an incredible measure of sustained tliought. 
And if he did not always discourage the mantle of competence that 
was thrust upon him, he nevertheless severely limited his contribution 
to the image. He seemed to be almost exclusively concerned with the 
judgment of posterity, a judgment that must rest on the remarkable 
self-restraint shown in circumstances when he could have extended 
the blood bath from the battlefield to the political hustings, winning 
his pohtical victories by force rather than persuasion. 

America has world fame for a variety of material accomplishments, 
but deserves probably the highest acclaim for two major nonmaterial 
contributions: the principle of federalism whereby the paradox of 
unity and diversity has been sustained, and the rulership of Lincoln. 
It is doubtful that there has been in the modem world a more bril- 
liantly successful leader, a man both sustained by and profoundly 
supportive of the free institutions which until the nineteenth century 
were never even considered possible on a broad scale. In an era that 
can best be characterized not as economic or religious, but in the last 
analysis political, the contribution of Lincoln is no mean one for any 
nation to make. 

It is hard to guess how much America was politically a product of 
Lincoln at the end of the Civil War and how much Lincoln was a 
product of America. For it is hard, indeed impossible, to determine 
liow much the environment produces the leader and how much the 
leader the enrironment. In Germany, after the First World War, some 
kind of charismatic leader would doubtless have emerged to meet the 
crises of defeat, inflation, and depression. But it does not seem in- 
evitable that he be the spoiled cliild with a gun that Hitler was. 
America similarly seemed predisposed for a strong leader in its de- 
pression crisis of tlie 1930s, but it got a leader into whom decades of 
parental, academic, and political civilizing had made efFectiv'ely im- 
possible the unconstitutional absolutism of Hitler. 

The occasional catastrophe of assassination removes towering figures 
like Lincoln and Gandlii. The catastrophe of accidental death took 
Ramon Magsaysay from his great role in the new Philippines. The 
lives of these men made a difference among their people. But their 
deaths do not seem to have profoundly altered the course of history of 
the peoples. The crucifixion of Christ did not kill Christianit)^ The 
assassination of Julius Caesar did not kill Caesarism. The murder of 
Gandhi did not precipitate a blood bath to avenge tlie death of that 
gentle man. Magsaysay s death did not end tlie slow process of politi- 
cal maturation in tlie Pliilippincs any more than tliat one man in Iiis 
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lifetime ended tlie still endemic disease of corruption. There may 
sometime be units of analysis that will make it possible to assess the 
relative impact of the great man and of the society in producing a 
particular form of government, a particular degree of political matura- 
tion, but such analytical instruments are not yet available. 

I have left out of the discussion such considerations as conserva- 
tism, progressivism, liberalism, partisanship, and any kind of elaborated 
ideology. Tliis has been done not in a belief that these considerations 
are meaningless but that tliey are less meaningful than the criteria ad- 
vanced for appraising both the substance and the style of rule. The 
reason for this may be illustrated by Lincoln, though it applies quite 
generally. Lincoln was a middle-class Whig, an upwardly mobile 
farmer’s son who entered the prestigeful profession of law and politics. 
He was a success in the former no less than tlie latter. As is often tlie 
case with lawyers, who are a property-oriented lot because tliey deal 
mainly witli property rights, Lincoln was a conservative. And, with 
his one year of schooling, he sent his son oiF to Harv’ard. 

But his conservatism on class status, property, and other social, per- 
haps ideological, grounds did not interfere with liis successful con- 
frontation of novel problems. “As our case is new, so we must think 
anew and act anew," he said in 1862. Was liis government any less, 
any more, progressive or conservative or liberal for his middle-class 
Wliig background? If adaptability to changed circumstances is an 
aspect of progressivism, was Lincoln less progressive tlian William 
Jennings Bryan, tlie evangeUslic leader of progressives in tlie 1890s? 
Was Stalin, in the supposed interests of speedily acliieving a socialist 
Utopia, thereby progressive when he used the atavistic techniques of 
secret police, torture, and political murder to fulfill a monstrous five- 
year plan to produce behavioral homogeneity among tlie Soviet elite? 
Are one-time Wilsonian progressives truly such when they oppose the 
New Deal, or New Dealers progressive when they continue in the 
1960s to act politically as though they were still in the 1930s? 

The ability to meet new cases in appropriate terms appears to be a 
basic characteristic of people like Lincoln, Wilson, Roosevelt, Church- 
ill, Adenauer, or Nehru quite regardless of their prior ideology. This 
ability has to do witli the ability to do, in the Dantean sense. Pro- 
gressives can be more rigid than conservatives; for example, as Stalin 
became increasingly rigid the longer he stayed in power. And those 
who do can make their mark as autocrats or heterocrats, again without 
regard to ideology. The likenesses of Nazi rule under Hitler and Com- 
munist rule under Stalin are as striking as tlie differences, if not more 
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SO. Yet the former ideology is reactionary in its racist goals and the 
latter is in some of its goals progressive. Both movements, as they 
have used political means of achieving the goals, are in the twentieth- 
century context reactionary. 

Leaders and political maturity 

In this discussion we have for a time neglected the central figures 
in this book, who are not leaders but ordinary citizens, who to a great 
degree are the cause for the emergence of a particular ruler with a 
particular style of rule. When a general public is tradition-minded, 
it will pick a traditional ruler if one is around, or at least considerably 
circumscribe the freedom of action of a nontraditional ruler who 
emerges. If a public is looking for a charismatic ruler they will select 
him out of the alternative candidates— if the public has some choice 
as a voting electorate or as a spectator electorate. Let us now look 
at the circumstances which will influence a public to pick a particular 
leader. 

In order to do this we can get some conceptual help from a rather 
mercurial concept in psychology— a concept whicJi nevertheless, in 
whatever verbal guise, appears to be almost indispensable. The con- 
cept— maturity— again is borrowed by psychology from physiology or 
biology. Botanists, for example, may speak of a “young*' tree, a 
young redwood. Such a tree has a rather shiny long-scaled bark. 
It changes radically as the redwood lives through time, until it achieves 
the quite unshiny, deeply striated (and incidentally fire-resistant) 
bark of the mature tree. To the nonbiological category of botanic 
neophytes like myself, tliere is only a coincidental similarity betNveen 
the shiny-barked young redwood, whose time since seedling may be 
five or ten years, and the shaggy, mature tree, whose age may vary 
from a hundred to a couple of thousand years. Similarly physiologists 
may speak of a “young” hamster, a “young” chimpanzee, or a “young” 
human being. In e.xact physiological designation, the age in weeks, 
months, or years is specified, to avoid the indefiniteness inherent in 
such terms as "young” and “mature.” But there is ordinarily no physi- 
ological doubt as to the morphological differences at different ages 
unless the biologist has predicted a difference in form or structure 
from one age to another and tlien found none. 

The problem, so real, yet easy in the case of redwoods and to a 
lesser degree laboratory animals, becomes quite difficult when one con- 
siders the behavior, rather than the form or structure, of these more 
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complicated organisms. In the broad and indefinite category of living 
things, which are called animals because such organisms are capable 
of “self-motion,” “voluntary motion,” when does the creature become 
mature? When it can find its own food and shelter? When it is 
physically capable of reproduction? When it is emotionally ready for 
parenthood? If a dog has puppies when it is very “young,” and de- 
velops emotional tensions because it was so quickly thrust into motlier- 
hood, how do the behavioral consequences of “early” pregnancy for 
the bitch and for her perpetually hungry whelps compare with the 
behavioral consequences to parent and offspring when the routine first 
pregnancy comes at a later stage of development? 

The problem is even more difficult when applied to human beings. 
When does a human being complete its infancy, so that the subse- 
quent behavior that is like that which is “normal” to infancy becomes 
“infantile”? When does a human being become “mature”? When he 
or she marries, earns his or her own li\ ing, becomes a parent, a grand- 
parent, or what? What is mature behav ior? What is mature political 
behavior? 

We may— like sophists but unlike Socrates, Pilate but not Christ, 
Berkeley or Hume but not Freud— deflect our minds witli a safe pliilo- 
sophical query into the fundamental nature of truth or reality and 
thereby avoid the very real problem. We can, on the other hand, 
with less than innocence, struggle with it, knowing that we cannot 
altogether succeed, yet not surely fail either. 

“Society,” “law,” and “governments” make arbitrary decisions as to 
what constitutes maturity. There are Boy Scout troops. Hitler Jugend, 
Comsomols, Young Republican clubs. Junior Chambers of Commerce, 
Young Democratic organizations, and so on. The issue rarely arises, 
but usually people who call themselves young men graciously drop 
out of the Boy Scouts, Hitler Youth, Young Communists, Young Re- 
publicans, or Junior Chambers of Commerce at an appropriate time. 
There is the occasional twenty-four-year-old Boy Scout who wall not 
quit till he makes it to Eagle; a Rudolpli Hess who makes a brave, 
solitary, innocent journey to Anglo-land to bring peace within the 
Nordic tribe; a Georgian who stays with the young Communists in 
Tbilisi rather than live dangerously with the Moscow metropolites; 
or a forty-one-year-old business man and Junior Chamber of Com- 
merce leader in Brooklyn who was an executive prodigy fourteen years 
ago in the toy train business. But, by and large, such gross distortions 
of the normal calculus of age are infrequent. 

At law, young men are responsible for their own debts, can make 
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contracts binding upon themselves without tlie consent of their parents, 
at various ages— usually twenty-one in most jurisdictions. Women can 
act similarly usually at the age of eighteen, though in ordinary prac- 
tice legal contracts with women under hventy-one, except marriage, 
have been avoided.^® With little systematic knowledge otlier than ac- 
cumulated experience, “society” makes these rather artificial classifi- 
cations so real in their consequences. They work better, probably, 
than would no classification at all. 

At law, citizens are considered no longer junior, and not yet senior, 
when they can vote, usually no younger than at the age of twenty-one, 
but increasingly at the age of eighteen, because, inter alia, this is the 
age at wliich legislatures say they are old enough to ser\’e in the armed 
forces in defense of their country.^’ This means that people who have 
achieved majority by legal definition are declared qualified to choose 
their leaders, in whatever mixture of tradition, charisma, and reason 
they may appeal for popular support. 

The legal judgments of maturity in pri\ate law (contracts, etc.) 
and in public law (crimes, military service, etc.) work reasonably well. 
Do these judgments work well in politics? The discussion in tliis 
chapter has argued that traditional and rational responsible rulers are 
generally better, more functional, more stable, better able to solve 
public problems than are charismatic rulers (and that responsible 
rulers are better tlian irresponsible and that successful rulers-whether 
or not responsible-are better than unsuccessful). For example, I have 
implied that such primarily traditional rulers as Churchill and Ade- 
nauer or such primarily rational rulers as Jefferson, Masaryk, or Nehru 
ha\ c been better tlian even responsible charismatic rulers like Jackson, 
I'ranklin Roosevelt, or de Gaulle. One general reason for this judg- 
ment is lliat nilers wlu) are regarded as incapable of wrong or of 
error tend to get people out of the habit of political maturity, which 
I will now pro tempore define as the ability' to make responsible 
choice, both as to public policy and public policy makers. I use the 
term responsible in the same sense that is applicable in private law, 

83 This marital e.\ception to general contractual pnidence lias a nontraditional, ir- 
rational, libidinal basis, usually in both contracting parties. 

3* In America, in its Civil War, militan.' ser\’ice was also common before the age 
of hventy-one, yet males under that age could not then vote. In America and 
England, suffrage had been restricted not solely on age but on ownership of vari- 
ous kinds of real and personal properly. 

83 I do not claim that this pro tempore definition is made sub specie aotemitatis 
and will bear no responsibility for its being judged as if it were so intended. 
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meaning capable and willing to recognize and accept the consequence 
of one’s own choices and the choices of others as they affect oneself 
and the polity at large. 

The case of Germany 

Political maturity, tliough a necessary concept in a theoretical scheme 
that presupposes nonrandom, evolutionary change, is even harder to 
observe than to define. There is too much evidence that both general 
publics and the elite are less tlian completely competent to exercise 
responsible political choice. Ordinary citizens— in their images of po- 
litical bosses, Congressmen, the Cliveden Set, millionaires. New Deal- 
ers, landed aristocrats, padroni, tlie white man, the boss, intelligentsia, 
imperialist and capitalist warmongers, and other segments or aspects 
of the ruling class— are apt to miscalculate tJie avarice or stupidity or 
cruelty of the elite. Members of the elite, including not only the 
form*!! political elite but also intellectuals, arc apt similarly to reify 
their abstract concepts of ordinary people (that is, the masses, stupid 
c*ountry boys, muzliiks, kaffirs, et al.). In tlie process, both categories 
—ordinary and extraordinary pcoj^lc- show a notewortliy a)mpetence 
for making extraordinary blunders in the selection of leaders. Each 
category, unable to understand itself as individuals or collecti\ities. 
finds it easier to impugn the others rather than see its owm miscalcula- 
tions. 

What I have in mind may be better shown by example. Nazism 
is blamed by many on the German people,®® to tlie neglect of German 
leaders. Implicitly consistent with this is tlie notion that it was the 
German elite which made the first step toward removing Hitler in the 
abortive plot of 1944.®^ The signs of Hitler's enonnous popularity be- 
tween 1933 and at least 1941 are explicit and very persuasive. He 
probably could have won even free elections easily after once becom- 
ing established as Rcichsfiihrer. But such an interpretation, tliough 
true, is partial. Hitler did not ever win a majority of the German gen- 
eral public to his side in a free election in which the pulilic had an 
alternative. In the Reichstag election of July 1, 1932, the Nazi Part>' 
candidates garnered 37 % of the popular vote. In the November 1932 

^‘’Thc kind of analysis I have in mind is Erich Fromm’s Escape from Freedom, 
which explains Nazism as the political consequence of the inability of modern 
man to accept the moral responsibility iniplicit in the Protestant Reformation. 

Tins of course is not necessarily inconsistent with the notion that tliere was 
popular support for the attempt to kill Hitler. 
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election the Nazis lost some 2 million votes and 34 Reichstag seats. 
In March 1933, in the last popular election before the end of the sec- 
ond Reich, the Nazi party’s vote increased by 5 million votes to only 
44% of the total, despite a savage campaign in which violence, in the 
form of govemmentally tolerated Nazi storm troopers, played its in- 
timidating role.*® It was Hitler’s cautious conservatism which made 
him deem it imprudent to risk the future of Germany— which he iden- 
tified with the Party’s and his own welfare— by campaigning in a free 
election. He was too conservative to trust that he could win a 
majority. 

How then did this come about? Was it the populace that gave rise 
to Hitler? In a very real sense, yes. But at each stage of the growth 
of the Nazi party and Nazi movement. Hitler was able to get either 
the vacillating or eager support or tolerance of members of the ruling 
class. Judges lightly sentenced Hitler to five years’ imprisonment for 
trying to take over the government of Bavaria in the 1923 Munich 
Putsch; he was released after serving only nine months. Industrial 
and army supporters then kept him politically alive. Hindenburg, 
whose colossal fortitude was fully matched by his political iimocence, 
allowed Hitler to become Chancellor. All these members of the ruling 
class must share responsibility with the populace for producing the 
Third Reich. These elitists seemed to think either that Hitler would be 
good for Geimany or that his minor shortcomings could be corrected 
or controlled by solid, responsible, leading citizens' like themselves. 
Yet one can truly say of them all that tJiey really did not know what 
they were doing, or at least were almost as ignorant as the public; 
that is, the stupid person that every German householder (elitist or 
ordinary citizen) seemed to think lived next door or at least in the 
next block or the next town or province, in a regression from infinite 
wisdom to infinite stupidity, a curve that fell sharply immediately 
beyond the individual’s own self. 

Which were more immature— the German general public or the army 
and industrial leaders who knew Hitler but thought he could be con- 
trolled? One can say that the political behavior of all of them was 
cliildlike. They tended to divide the perceptual world into clear 
friends and clear enemies. They were predisposed not to tnist their 
neighbor’s judgment as compared with their own, or the strange Ger- 
man’s judgment in comparison with their neighbor’s, who now became, 

88 William L. Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, New York, Simon and 
Schuster, i960, 166, 194-196. 
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by comparison, clear friends— and so on to Hitler, who in comparison 
with Englishmen, Frenchmen, Russians, Jews, capitalists and Com- 
munists, became clearly German and clearly good. Both ordinary and 
extraordinary citizens of Germany acted without the realistic appraisal 
of reality that is one characteristic of maturity. 

Like children, they felt impotent in tlie face of vast forces, economic 
and social and military, that threatened or seemed to threaten them 
individually and collectively. They wanted a quick and easy solution, 
like the child who cries for food, affection, and recognition and tlien 
stops crying when a placebo is provided. They got jobs. They 
adored Hitler or thought the man next door did. And as they goose- 
stepped, they got the recognition and anonymity that are produced by 
sensing they were one of the millions, a necessary one, that made up 
a Germany in motion. Those who so acted in Germany during the 
Third Reich, a group that at times clearly constituted a majority, 
seemed really not to want to make public policy. Tliey seemed to 
want to be used as instruments of policies wliich could not be ques- 
tioned and which were made by a man or men who had a competence 
for rule that must not be questioned. They chose or tolerated a cljaris- 
niatic ruler, an omnipotent, omnicoinxietent, morally perfect man. 
That no such man ever existed did not matter. 

What then made for this immaturity? In general one can say that 
it was the consequence of the activation of needs whicli must be met 
before people can bear the responsibility of decision making in politics. 
Thjs varied with different groups in Germany. Some actually were 
hungry, but it is doubtful that these showed much political activity. 
Almost all suffered from some serious frustration or an.xiety— some 
unbearable tension that for enough people could be relieved by a 
retrogression to the political condition when the Kaisers and Bis- 
marck took care of things. 

For the middle class of small entrepreneurs, who could be made 
and broken by a volatile postwar economy, the economic crisis pro- 
duced the tension. For the ex-soldier, who recalled the glory and 
security of military life, the drab insecurity of dull civility built up 
tension.*" For landed aristocrats, the middle-classification of a proud 
Nordic nation of fighters caused tension. For military officers, im- 
mediate descendants of landowners, the same middle-classification plus 
the threat of Communization were cause enough. And for all, to some 

*" It was this syndrome that Hitler experienced. It was among veterans that his 
earliest appeals were successful In changing a category into a group. 
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degree, the personal impact of first inflation and then depression— of 
futile job-holding, futile saving and then tlie threat of losing jobs and 
sa\ings— was a cause of tension. Just as an adult, sick abed with an 
illness, reverts to childhood and demands the care of mother surrogates 
in tlie form of wife or nurses, so a sick people regressed to a time 
when tliey need bear no ultimate responsibility for making decisions, 
in the good old days of political infancy, before they articulated their 
voices (Stimmen) and started making choices (Wahlen) in tlie sec- 
ond, republican Reich. 

The phenomenon of political immaturity is too widespread in par- 
ticular cultures to lend itself to any easy explanation, even tliough 
in a particular culture one part of the total explanation may pre- 
dominate in a particular case. In Germany, economic factors were 
important, but so also were such noneconomic factors as the frustra- 
tions of declasses. In Germany, status was of greater significance tlian 
it has ever been in America, which never had a landed aristocracy so 
entrenched for centuries as the German Junkers were entrenched, or 
a military status group that had suffered the degradation of indecisive 
defeat. Perhaps also tlie lack of what Bendix has called “cumulative 
political experience”^'’ was a factor. 

Other times, other cases 

With a lack of appreciation for the centuries-slow learning process 
in a particular culture, /Americans and Englishmen are likely to forget 
tliat political murder of the opposition was practiced by Henry VIII 
in tlie sixteenth centur>', that a century later a jingoistic, brutal, and 
frustrated parochialism characterized English politics during the Puri- 
tan Reformation, the Restoration, and the Glorious Revolution. Na- 
tions are not bom with a sense of political responsibility; they must 
learn it just as the indi\ idual, born an infant, must learn to speak and 
later accept responsibility before ho can become an adult. 

Cliarisma, inherently a symptom of irresponsibility', of political im- 
maturity, may thus appear under a \ ariety of circimistances in a variety 
of cultures. Tlie regression in some degree to a state of political in- 
fancy “-in the root sense of infancy, that is inability to speak-may 

« Reinhard Bendix, Social Stratification and Political Power, American Political 
Science Review. 46: 357-375 ( 1952). This essay penetrates into Uie etiology of 
Nazism far more deeply tlian the title indicates. 

See the summary of Some Studies of Authoritarianism at the end of this chap- 
ter, page 330, for some inconclusive but suggestive findings. 
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thus follow the first attempts to articulate politically. But charisma 
may not be regression; it may constitute the first attempts. Charisma 
may tlius appear in a highly literate society with centuries of scholarly 
civilization, as in Germany, the Soviet Union, and the People’s Repub- 
lic of China. It has appeared in Ghana where an agglomeration of 
people of different tribes are in the process of being united in a new 
nation, a new nontribal people.*^ It appeared in tlie United States, 
during a fifteen-year period of crisis, when Franklin Roosevelt, a re- 
sponsible charismatic ruler, emerged and became a wartime leader 
in opposition to Hitler, an irresponsible charismatic leader who simi- 
larly emerged and endured in Germany. 

Tile symptoms of this political fever in a populace appear to be 
pretty much the same, even though the causes may differ. The disease 
may be diminished by the action of a charismatic ruler who really 
wishes to make the patient well— that is, to teach the patient to bear 
political responsibility— and who limits himself to a reluctant, con- 
science-ridden adoption of the parental-surrogate role. The disease 
may be aggravated by the deliberate, conscience-free exploitation of 
popular fears, frustrations, and anxieties of botli tlie elite and the gen- 
eral public. But it cannot be argued that charisma is a healthy endur- 
ing condition, any more tlian it can be argued that it is healthy for a 
person to stay in bed and be ministered to by pliysicians, nurses, or 
wives or to continue a dependency on priest, minister, or analyst be- 
yond the confessional or the analysis. 

This may give some basis for judging tlie greatness of leaders. 
Do they contribute to political maturation or do they encourage en- 
during dependency? On tliis question Lincoln, in iny opinion, has 
achieved the zenith in tlie modem world and Hitler probably ranks 
at the nadir, with such rulers as Stalin, Mao, Nknimah, and Lenin 
somewhere in between. 

We may throw further light on the question of political leaders 
and maturity by considering in some detail the emerging patterns of 
political behavior in politically undeveloped nations. In a .sense the 
question of political maturity is a central one of this book. The degree 
of maturity of a people is indicated rather well by tlie pattern of rela- 
tions between leaders and followers, and there is such a wide variety 
of such relations in politically immature nations as to make them a 
good testing ground for the central ideas of this book, which have been 

** Note the discussion of charisma in David E. Aptcr, The Gold Coast in Transi- 
tion, Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1955, 304—307. 
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mainly derived from analyses and developments in nations that are 
now pleased to regard themselves mature. 


APPENDIX 

Some Studies of Authoritarianism 

Low status and little education correlate with authoritarianism, which is a 
kind of political irresponsibility, in its emphasis on the need for strong lead- 
ers. One hundred and two students who were administered the F-scale 
in a Southern Negro imiversity, proved to be more authoritarian than 94 
white students at the state university. The mean score of the Negroes was 
4.68, of the whites 3.86, compared with the criterion-group score of 4.73 
among San Quentin prison inmates. [C. U. Smith and J. W. Prothro, Ethnic 
Di0erences in Authoritarian Personality, Social Forces, 35: 334-338 (1957).] 
Employees in a German cosmetics factory were given the F-scale interview 
in 1952, with a total N of 140. The mean F-score was 5.26, with those who 
had gone to Volksschule averaging 5.40 and those who had gone on to 
Hochschule averaging 4.57. Again these compare wth the San Quentin 
prison average of 4.73. [T. S. Cohn and H. Carsch, Administration of the 
F-Scale to a Sample of Germans, Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 
49:471 (1954).] Another study found the greatest correlation between 
experimental subjects’ opinions and leaders’ when the subjects had the least 
education and were politically the most apathetic. [F. E. Lowe and T. C. 
McCormick, A Study of the Influence of Formal and Informal Leaders in an 
Election Campaign, Public Opinion Quarterly, 20: 651-662 (Winter 1956- 
1957).] The rule of Munoz Marin in Puerto Rico has been styled personal- 
ismo or chaiisma. [See the careful historical analysis of H. Wells, Ideology 
and Leadership in Puerto Rican Politics, American Political Science Review, 
49: 22-39 (1955).] In a 1956 sample of 602 Puerto Rican university stu- 
dents, another analysis found less preference for Munoz’ Popular Democratic 
party among unixersity students (47.5%) than among the electorate (62.5%) 
or among the fathers of university students (57.3%). [P. Bachrach, Atti- 

tude toward Authority and Party Preference in Puerto Rico, Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 22: 68-73 (1958).] Note also that one of the supposed corre- 
lates of authoritarianism, the absence of roots, does not find validation, at 
least in one study. Those who on the average had lived longest in their 
area had tlie highest authoritarianism score (4.5, compared with the lowest 
of 3.4, which was for the group living the briefest time in their area) and 
that tliis long-residence, high authoritarian category also was lowest in eco- 
nomic status and in percentage of people finishing high school. [I. de A. 
Reid and E. I. Ehle, Leadership Selection in Urban Locality Areas, Public 
Opinion Quarterly, 14:262-284, Table 1, p. 266 (1950), reprinted in 
D. Katz et al., Public Opinion and Propaganda, New York, The Dryden 
Press, 1954, 446-459.] 



CHAPTER 10 

The politics 
of instability 


Varieties of political generation 

High tension and deep malaise pervade a mature society about to 
give birth to a new one. Anguished participants in the portended par- 
turition need be neither sympathetic nor hostile to what will emerge. 
The new will inevitably come. It may be borne in bitterness by a 
society so querulously enamored of its serene self as to be incapable 
of sympathy for anything new and different. Or the new may be 
stillborn, too small and too premature to survive outside the old— or 
too large and too late to navigate the narrow birth canal. Or the 
new may indeed be bom alive and healthy and beloved, growing in 
its time to maturity and to confident procreation itself. In any event, 
the process of nascence, maturity, renascence, and senility goes on as 
continually in civilizations as it does in the family. 

Politics in a society of the third sort, where the offspring is acknowl- 
edged and beloved, is the politics of constitutional processes. The 
new emerges from the old with such comparative ease tliat parent 
and child often seem unaware that any crisis has come and gone. Tliis 
is the politics, since the industrial revolution and perhaps before, of 
England, Scandinavia, and North America. Long before the indus- 
trial revolution, it was the politics of the Roman empire and the Greek 
city states, until these civilizations became old in a process wliich 
neither Gibbon nor anyone else has yet satisfactorily explained, in ten, 
hundred, or a thousand pages. More continuously tlian other civiliza- 
tions, Judaism as a half-cultural, half-etlmic civilization has survivt^d 
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for over six thousand years and Roman Catholicism as a half-cultural, 
half-religious social institution for close to two thousand. 

In none of these civilizations has the process of rebirth been easy 
or painless. The Chartist movement in England, the popular demands 
for reform in Denmark from 1830 until the new constitution was 
promulgated in 1849, the successful demand for constitutionalism by 
Norway after Denmark gave it to Sweden in 1815, tbe suffrage ex- 
tension in the United States in the early nineteenth century— all these 
developments were anguished. But few were accompanied by a high 
degree of intergenerational, primordial fear, hatred, and pain. The 
most notable exceptions among the civilizations of England and North 
America have been the Puritan Revolution in the seventeenth century 
and the American Civil War in the nineteenth. But the pre-e.xisting 
constitutioDal structure survived tliese savage contests. This conti- 
nuity partially distinguishes these struggles from the French Revolu- 
tion, the Russian Revolution, and tlie German Nazi revolution. 

Our present concern is not with political processes within a “normal” 
constitutional society but with tlie first two kinds of politics. Our 
focus is primarily on political gestation and birth accompanied by 
much violence, much hatred, and where the parents deny their own 
offspring and (if it survives) the offspring denies the parents. Or, 
where the offspring, with the savagery of retaliation sanctified by the 
lex talionis, tries to kill the old. The old is a long time a-dying and, 
in the behavior patterns of the offspring, lives on beyond its time. 

Differences between constitutional and nonconstitutional change are 
nevertlieless ones of degree. Qualitatively, the Russian nobleman who 
has lost his manor and ‘liis” serfs and becomes an embittered mon- 
archist is not, in this loss and reaction, different from tlie manufac- 
turer who formerly did not but now angrily does pay an “excess” profits 
tax and reconciles himself to the law which protects “his” workers in 
their wish to bargain with him collectively and as equals. Although 
the distinctions are quantitative and arbitrary, we can in looking at 
nonconstitutional processes include such events as tlie French Revolu- 
tion and exclude occurrences like the election of Jefferson, the min- 
istry of Gladstone, the Rooseveltian New Deal, and tlie remarkably 

but not completely nonviolent power change from Stalin to Khru- 
shchev. 
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Leieler’s rebellion 

We can start with a brief chronology of a little revolution-a rebel- 
lion-that was stillborn. Tliis little seventeenth-century rebellion is 
a microcosm of forces tliat include tlie Protestant-Catliolic conflict in 
the Reformation; the rise of mercantile capitalism and local entre- 
preneurs; and the paternalism which, as a feudal vestige, politically 
lingered in the control of outlanders by haughty metropolitans. Each 
of these forces, under tlie same or novel labels, has lingered on into 
the twentieth century, and is still helping produce political instability. 

In 1609 an English explorer-entrepreneur established a relationsliip 
with the Dutch government. Probing tlie western shore of the North 
Atlantic, he found a deep river and sailed up it. In the name of the 
Dutch he laid claim to the territory adjacent to tlie river, which came 
to bear his name. A settlement started about a year later, called New 
Netherland, at tlie mouth of tliis Hudson river. Two generations later, 
in 1664, the British captured the colony— after the end of the Puritan 
Revolution and during tlie reign of Charles II, a church-going Protes- 
tant sybarite of a king, who just rivo years before had married 
Catherine of Braganza, the daughter of the restored Catholic king of 
Portugal.^ This captured Dutch territory was placed so exclusively 
under the rule of the king’s brother, James, the Catliolic Duke of York, 
that his new colonial feudality acquired the name of his old one. 
The Congo similarly was to become tlie virtual private domain of King 
Leopold of Belgium more than two hundred years later, in 1885. 

In 1673 there was a little revolt of the Dutch settlers, supported by 
some warships from the Netherlands. For several months British 
sovereignty was displaced in New York City but then re-established. 
During the next decade English settlers began to demand a popularly 
(but not too popularly) elected assembly. Impudence toward the 
Crown increased to the point in 16»S1 where a New York merchant 
secured the indictment of the Collector of Customs, charging him with 
treason, with having “advisedly plotted and contrived Innovacons in 
Govemm’t and the subversion and change of the known Ancient and 

*In contrast to the English Restoration of 1060, the Portuguese of 1640 meant 
not the defeat of Puritanism but the displacement of Spanish with English 
suzerainty. The defeated force was not domestic but foreign. By the treaty of 
1001, Portugal gave England the city-colonies of Tangier and Bombay, plus 
Catherine as consort. England promised to protect Portug.al (against Spain). 
Religion was not seriotisly an issue. IJ. B. Trend, Portugal, London, Ernest Benn 
Ltd., 1957. 153-164.1 
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Fundamental Lawes of the Realme of England.** More specifically, 
the records indicate, the Collector had demanded cash payment of 
import duties on goods, which henceforth were to be assessed at actual 
rather than nominal value.* He had been acting on orders from his 
superior, the deputy of the Duke’s governor Andros, who had failed 
to make clear just what should be done about the duties. The Col- 
lector and his trial were removed to England. When the complain- 
ing witness, the New York merchant, did not show up to accuse the 
Collector, the case was dismissed. 

Such irritations as these between the bumptious bourgeoisie of New 
York and the semi-feudal English rulers increased. Responding flex- 
ibly to the importunacies of the contumacious, the Duke of York in 
1683 granted a kind of charter to New York. The charter called for 
an assembly which was to meet at least once every three years, its 
members to be elected by landowners and to decide on their own 
qualifications for oflSce. The charter stated a list of basic rights, in- 
cluding due process of law, jury trials, taxation only by the assembly, 
and religious toleration of Christians of all denominations. 

During this crucial period the governor of New York, in effect the 
vice-duke and by extension the viceroy, was an Irishman and a Catho- 
lic named Dongan. He was appointed in 1683, five years after Titus 
Oates had discovered the “Popish plot.” Among other facets, said 
Oates, it included a plan of Portuguese Catherine to poison her hus- 
band, Charles II. What with his loose life, she might have wished to, 
but she appears to have been guilty of no more murderous or religious 
subversion than helping reconcile her errant husband to the Catholic 
church, just before he died in 1685-seven years after Oates’ remark- 
able disclosiues and two years after die New York natives got so rest- 
less under their Catliolic vice-duke. 

This is how tilings looked to the residents of New York. Charles, 
the symbol of venery and a death-bed Catholic, was succeeded by his 
devout Catholic brotlier James, an incontrovertible symbol of Popery. 
New York was absorbed into the Dominion of New England, whose 
new governor, Andros, was not a Catholic but an Anglican. Thus he 
was no Congregationalist and reputedly was even sympathetic to the 
church of the new king. And he lived way off in Boston. The lieu- 
tenant-governor for the pro\'ince of New York, "a pretended Protes- 
tant,” reportedly had gone to mass %vith the King before leaving Eng- 

2 J. R. Reich, Leister’s Rebellion: a Study of Democracy in New York, 1664-1720, 
Chicago, University of Chicago Press. 1953, 41. 
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land for service in the North American colony. At any rate, it was a 
known fact that a Catholic was both on the governor’s council and at 
the same time was in charge of the strategic military post in Albany, 
near to the savage Indians and to Canada; that the New York cus- 
toms collector was a Catholic; and that prominent citizens of New 
York, anticipating the wave of the future, were sending their children 
to a Catholic school. And the 1598 Edict of Nantes, which in France 
was supposed to have marked the end of the bloody wars of the 
Reformation, was revoked after nearly a century, in 1685, causing a 
flow of refugees from France, some of whom came to England and 
the North American colonies. These French Protestants were forbid- 
den to migrate to Canada, which was then under French control. The 
atmosphere was tense both in England and in its Dominion of New 
England. 

For a generation after the defeat of Cromwell and Puritanism, the 
government in England had drifted from tlie slack, insouciant indul- 
gence of one Stuart king to the more taught, dedicated Romanism of 
another. On 28 January 1689 Parliament resolved to end this, de- 
claring that James II had violated “the original contract beriveen king 
and people” while under the influence of "Jesuits and otlier wicked 
persons” and was therefore no longer king. Two weeks later, on the 
13th of February, Parliament installed on tlie tiuone a Dutch Huguenot 
king, who had neither religious nor political views of the sort tliat 
would be uncomfortable to a Protestant kingdom with a burgeoning 
bourgeoisie and a vigorous parliament.® 

Within a matter of weeks after the accession of William and Mary, 
the anti-Puritan Governor, Andros, wjis arrested and imprisoned in 
Boston by colonials. The atmosphere in New York became liighly 
charged. It was rumored that there were Catholics on Staten Island 
who planned to lay waste New York and kill all inhabitants; tliat all 
the English soldiers in tlie city’s fort were Catholic; and that the 
French commanding ofiicer in Quebec would move down the water- 
level route from Montreal via tlie shores of Lake Champlain to take 
and hold Albany (a mere 200 miles from Montreal) and maybe take 
New York for the deposed James II. 

* William had the further qualifications of being on his mother's side the grand- 
son of Charles I of England, of having already twelve years been married to the 
daughter of the just-dethroned James II, and of having served with great skill as 
Dutch monarch during a period of serious domestic and international crisis in 
the Netherlands. 
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On 31 May 1689, the fort in New York was captured by a citizen 
militia, and the city and province entered a condition of rebellion. A 
leading merchant, a reliable Protestant who had just recently refused 
to pay to the Catholic customs collector the duty on a cargo of wine, 
then became the leader of the new rebel government, by relatively 
popular demand. 

This rebel leader, Jacob Leisler, in a life of close to fifty years, had 
come a long way. He was bom in Frankfurt am Main in 1640, the 
son of a Protestant minister, at a time when the wars of the Reforma- 
tion were still continuing after a hundred years and when to be a 
Protestant meant taking sides willy-nilly in a deathly struggle. Twenty 
years later, in search of his fortune, he arrived in New Amsterdam, 
soon married the widow of a wealthy merchant, sued her relatives 
over his wife’s inheritance, became a wealthy merchant himself, and 
never quite gained a commensurate social status. 

This failure in high society may have been a consequence of un- 
gentlemanly quarreling over wealth acquired by marriage. It may 
have been the result of hard, sharp business on the part of a poor, 
unknown preacher s kid who was from a proper professional back- 
ground but was not from a distinguished Dutch, or English Restora- 
tion, or from a \'irtuous New England Puritan family. Leisler may 
have taken solace by reading of the virtuous man who was with them 
but not of them, and he was doubtless comforted by his popular 
esteem. But he could not become a scion of even a latter-day first 
family of seventeentli-century New York, any more than could Alex- 
ander Hamilton, another outlander, a century later. In any case Iris 
emergence as leader conforms nicely to the pattern of marginal man, 
whom we have already exemplified, in Chapter 3, in the cases of 
Lincoln, McCarthy, Masaryk, Hitler, and Lenin. 

Leisler’s rebels set up a government, promptly and optimistically 
swearing loyalty to William and Mary. They then proceeded to make 
their first mistake, which was to rule. That is. Leisler and the govern- 
ing group, the "Committee of Safety,” started to collect customs, which 
had constituted one of the proximate causes of the rebellion in the 
first place. Nine months after the rebellion began, a legislature con- 
vened. This was another mistake, because it included representatives 
of not only merchants but also the previously quite voiceless farmers. 
Understandably the merchants, some of whom had complained a 
decade before of the subversion of ancient and fundamental laws of 
England when the customs collector began seriously to collect full 
duties on imports, became indignant and disaffected. In January 1690 
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some French and Indians massacred about sixty people and burned 
down the settlement at Schenectady. In the spring Leisler organized 
an ex-pedition, with the half-hearted support of other colonies, to at- 
tack French Canada by land and by sea. It failed in midsummer. 
This was a third mistake, if for no other reason, because it failed. 

The legislature in September 1690 enacted a novel tax on real and 
personal property and ineffectually established a fine of £.75 against 
anyone refusing to serve in the government or armed forces. Two 
more blunders. 

In October there was a revolt against Leisler’s rebel government. 
Some 300 Leisler troops put down about half that number who were 
planning to march down to New York. In March of 1691 a new gov- 
ernor, the official representative of the Protestant rulers of Protestant 
England, arrived, and on 17 March 1691 tlie fort was surrendered to 
the British troops that had landed some weeks before the new gov- 
ernor. The rebellion was ended less than t\venty-t^vo months after 
it started— or almost a full two years after it started, if one considers 
two years a long time as civil disturbances go.* 

Regeneration begins in Europe 

I have considered Leisler’s rebellion because it is a manifestation 
of the long, profound transition from the medieval to the modern 
world, a cultural transition as slow and deep as the geologiciilly de- 
scribed process by wliich mountains erupt and erode on the earth’s 
surface. This statement is not profound, but the forces were and are. 
We can possibly move a stei> or two from the banal statement to the 
bathysmal, by indicating the historical perspective in which political 
instability has occurred in the Western world and then proceeding 
'vith a systematic comparative analysis. 

After the big sleep of the Middle Ages, after centuries on end of 
intellectual life and inquiry tliat did not die but did not dcv<‘Iop, quite 
suddenly in the fourteenth, fifteenth, and sixteenth centuries there was 
an explosive growth. Tliis e.xplosive growth, in teclinically altered 
forms, has continued down to at least the mid-twentieth century in 

•The Spanish Civil War lasted from 1938 to 1939, the American Civil War from 
1861 to 1865, and tlie Wars of the Reformation for over a hundred years (consid- 
ering that they began in 1522 with the Knights’ War in the Holy Roman Empire, 
tlie Peasants' War of 1524-1525, and that they ended with the Treaties of West- 
phalia to 1648. 
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the Western world and is now, in forms only somewhat unique, spread- 
ing throughout the world. 

The explosive growth began with discoveries and rediscoveries. 
There was a rediscovery of the vital ancient world. Erasmus (146&- 
1536), the illegitimate child who never knew his father (who is be- 
lieved to have been a priest) and whose mother died when he prob- 
ably was in his late teens,® was a bright young man determined to 
succeed, in the world of letters. When he started collecting the 
pungent sayings of the “classic”— that is, mainly Roman— authors and 
began publishing them at the age of thirty-four, he made an instant 
hit. When he wrote the allegorical satire, In Praise of Folly, he 
praised in effect the naturalness of man, the desirability of abandon- 
ing the precious, hypersophisticated intellection of the Middle Ages 
for the spontaneity of hfe refreshed at its passionate and compassion- 
ate roots. He made a hit again, and he fell only a little short of 
saying what Freud said, fom centuries later- that civilization is a 
product of sublimated libido. 

In addition to a rediscovery of its cultural parenthood, the Western 
world in its renascence set about discovering the surface of the earth 
and the people living in it— people ranging from neighbors on the 
next manor to those in the next shire or county, the adjoining region, 
and the farthest continent. Even some of these discoveries, like the 
Canary Islands in 1341, were rediscoveries of lands known to the 
ancients. 

And so also did discovery of the natural world burst forth in this 
rebirth. Even here tlie crust of the dark ages had covered over knowl- 
edge that had to be rediscovered, like the notion tliat the earth moved. 
First vaguely asserted by Philolaus, a pupil of Pythagoras in the fifth 
century before Clirist, it was reasserted by Copernicus in tlie sixteenth 
century after Christ (a lapse of over two thousand years) and in the 
seventeenth was part of the reason Galileo was found guilty of heresy 
against the Christian church. 

These awakenings ineWtably tlireatened the established power struc- 
ture of medieval society, because of the relationship beriveen knowl- 
edge and power. If a holistic doctrine explaining man and the uni- 
verse had been long established and accepted, the very questioning 
of it threatened the custodians of knowledge, mainly the Roman church 
itself. But curiously it was not the gentle Erasmus, whose neoclassi- 

» See J. Huizinga, Erasmus of Rotterdam, London, Phaidon Press Ltd., 1952, 5. 
This biography was first published in 1924. 
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cism and humanism struck at the very roots of church dogma, but 
Luther, the theological reactionary, who became the political radical 
rejecting overtly the authority of the church. When the Renaissance 
and the Reformation joined to form a common stream, the days of 
stasis and the long nights of sleep were ended. 

In addition to new discoveries or rediscoveries of the physical and 
social environment, new techniques also accompanied cultural renas- 
cence. Many techniques are commonly mentioned; new or e.xpanded 
means of transportation and communication; the accumulation of fluid 
wealth— which of course presupposes the social acceptance of written 
symbols of wealth (bills of credit, etc.), that is, a medium of exchange 
which is itself inherently worthless; and the establishment of the 
limited liability corporation.® 

There is further a shift in the value system, witli the (re-)discovcry 
of the individual as an entity of inherent, noninstrumental, noncollec- 
tive, nonsocial worth. Stated in the ancient world by the Grecian 
Aristotle, tile Roman Stoics, and the Judaic Christ, the dignity of the 
individual as a widely accepted object of value liad been overlaid with 
suffocating dogma and the rottening consequences of fixity in all 
aspects of the medieval world. It took the humanism of people like 
Erasmus; the intense, literal orthodoxy of Luther and Calvin disturbed 
by the vagrancy of the Catholic church; tlie stubbornness of dissenters 
among dissenters (Anabaptists among German Lutherans, Puritans 
and Quakers in Episcopal England, and people like Roger Williams in 
Puritan New England) to carry on the process “begun” hvo millennia 
before. 

Tliere was furtlier tlie establishment of a strong central authority 
over a broad area that inclosed and then engulfed tlie particularism of 
the manor, the county, the region. “Begun” in the Renaissance, it 
continued down into the twentieth centujy, with Nazism “cx)inpleting” 
the process of national unification in Germany and the Nazi attack 
against the Soviet Union “completing” the process among the widely 
diverse peoples in the Union of Soviet Socialist Rcpul)lics. 

® There Is an analogous collectivization of capital resources winch pools both 
money and responsibility for economic enterprise in the Soviet industrial '‘trust/* 
But a limitation of tliis tcchnkiue is that the heads and cadres of the trust may 
he liquidated for failure to succeed. In this st*n.sc the Soviet trust is, or was, 
an unlimited liability corporation. 
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Irresistible body meets immobile society 

If we could do more than just describe the forces of awakening in 
the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries in Europe, we could understand 
with some facility the dynamics of cultural ( including political ) change 
in that part of the twentieth-century world that has hitherto been out- 
side Western civilization. But if all these forces are involved— intellec- 
tual awakening, the elaboration of new techniques, the emergence of 
the individual and of the great modem nation— they still do not ac- 
count for the politics of instability in which cultural evolution takes 
place in the context of a sharp, violent break in the continuity of 
sovereign political power (a double tautology). 

In most of the world most of the time, continuity of cultural devel- 
opment has been broken in savage, heartbreaking, murderous violence 
that not only changed sovereignty but invariably produced a large 
measure of at least transitory retrogression to the jungle. Crimes are 
committed in the name of the past and in the name of the future. 
For example, Nazism did much to destroy a rather rigid class system 
in Germany; it also for a decade and a half destroyed dissent and 
tens of millions of individuals (Je%vish, German, Slavic, French, Eng- 
lish, and American). The Bolshevik revolution in Russia similarly 
destroyed much of the class system in imperial Russia; it also destroyed 
and degraded its millions— in the Ukraine and in the purge of the late 
1930s. The bloody parturition of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century 
Western Europe has been repeated in the twentieth century in Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe, Asia, and to a degree Africa. 

A basic thesis of this chapter, derived from what I have said in 
earlier chapters, is that violent civil disturbances result from the con- 
frontation of profound forces in opposition to each other. A basic 
thesis of this chapter, also derived from what I have said in earlier 
chapters, is that these profound forces are rooted in the human organ- 
ism, environmentally catalyzed by discovery or rediscovery of all kinds 
of knowledge, values, techniques, etc. These catalyzed internal 
forces produce violence when they are frustrated by external forces. 

The nonconstitutional political process of revolution is in other 
words the consequence of frustrating the organic development of the 
individual. Once there has been a positive organic response in the 
old society and culture to the seminal ideas and practices of new de- 
velopment, a fatefully new society and culture are irrevocably ges- 
tating. We have noted certain Iiistoric developments: a rebellion in 
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New York in 1689, the Renaissance, and then the Reformation. Now 
we will attempt to sketch in nonchronological comparative analysis 
how this violent process comes about, and hopefully will give some 
clues as to why. We will try to explain, so to speak, why Erasmus’ 
Praise of Folly struck a responsive chord, why Leislers occasionally 
rebel, and why— without much help from the Bolsheviks— Russian so- 
ciety exploded in 1905 and 1917. We cannot quite succeed, but we 
will surely fail if, unlike Columbus, we stay in the comfort of familiar 
mental surroundings and present guided tours of the restored ruins 
of earlier thought. In the sections of tins chapter we sliall successively 
consider the old elite, the established ruling ‘“class”; the new elite, 
which wants to disestablish the old; the nonelite general public; and 
what happens as parturition approaches. 

The status of the old elite 

Members of the old ruling group are those who serve as the cus- 
todians of traditional functions of government and religion. They 
make the basic policy decisions in the society or— more properly, since 
they dislike the change which policy decisions imply— they strive to 
administer the basic policies which were established long, long ago 
and therefore are to them sacred. They deny, in other words, that 
tliere is any basic issue that calls for choosing between alternatives. 
The elite subgroup that runs the government shares power, more or 
less, with its sustaining coordinate subgroup, the churchmen in the 
oflicial church. The churchmen support the go\’erning elite by lending 
to it the sanctity of divine approval and by forever admonishing the 
general public to the duty of obedience to Gods agent, the governing 
class. The churchmen may be oificials of a Roman Calliolic, Creek 
Orthodox, Protestant Episc-opal, or Congregational church, or of the 
propaganda agencies in a Communist society, or they may be tribal 
niedicine men. But in any event, in a conservative, tradition-bound 
society they serve the function of encouraging, even enforcing by 
means short of violence, conformity to the demands of the old elite. 

The chasm between elite and general public is old (geologically 
old, it seems), wide, and traversable only with great difficulty in a 
conservative society. The elite thus protects itself against incursions 
and subversions from its broad popular base. Distance lends awe; and 
to the ordinary citizen, the distance between parishioner and priest 
is psychically greater than that between priest and God, between 
tribesman and medicine man greater than between medicine man and 
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the spirits of good and evil. It is greater between the citizen and a 
minor go\enimentaI functionary in a bureaucratized society than be- 
hveen the bureaucrat and the chief of state. And the distance behveen 
peasant and magistrate is psychically greater tlian that behveen magis- 
trate and Justice. 

Various devices are used to maintain these distances. The most 
universal one, probably, is illiteracy. Knowledge of how to read and 
write is kept from the general public. This in turn weakens the 
memory of the public because it cannot effectively store up memories 
of tlie past (except tribal legends) and cannot (or is not allowed to) 
trust its memor>' of godly and ungodly, just and unjust actions by the 
ruling class. Rather characteristically, attempts to translate the Bible 
into popular speech were among the first steps to\\ ard modernity and 
were bitterly contested in England ( \\^)clifFe, in the fourteenth cen- 
tur>’) and in the Holy Roman Empire (Luther, in the sixteenth cen- 
tury). The ruling elite did not want the public to have direct access 
to Holy WTit. which would endanger the church’s \ested role as 
mediator betw’cen man and God. 

The lag in pul)lic education in the South before the .American Civil 
W’ar was similarly a consequence of the desire to maintain an ignorant 
general piiblie, and so to a great degree has this been the case in 
Latin America, .Asia, and .Africa. Other de\ices include the owner- 
ship or control of land and the attachment of people to it by serf(U)m; 
the maintiaumce of a peasant class on a subsistence le\el u’hich makes 
ino\'ement economically \eiy difficult; and a discouragement of the 
economic di\ ersification which will open opportunities in cities for 
the rural populace. Still other devices are the maintenance of a cjrste 
system which fixes social relations by the accident of birth, enforced 
deference and respect to those of high status, and class distinctions 
as to dress, sometimes legally enforced. 

.As long as the system is not subjected to extenial influences, it re- 
mains fairly stable. The nobilih-, the clergy, and the burcaucrao, 
residing on an uneducated, calloused general public, perform functions 
\ery important in an\- societ\’. The\- keep order, protecting lives and 
property. In addition they protect the ignorant b\’ magic from the 
natural vicissitudes attributed to evil spirits or to the devil, and at 
least maintain some hope of deli\ fry from the wretchedness t)f earthly 
existence, to those wh() labor and do not tpiestion the sanctified power 
structure. 

But as soon as otitsidc influences enter, tlic position of the old top 
orders becomes unsettled. A ground tremor opens fissures in the 
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solidary power structure and threatens to shake it douTi closer to the 
popular level. The cracks occur before tlie house itself gets cast down. 
That is, within the elite, conflict arises among different subgroups. In 
a portentous mistake, the old elite admits ne\N'comers to its ranks, 
who are apt to infect susceptible members of the old elite with novel 
notions of justice, realit>', and religion. Whetlier it be the natural 
child of a priest re-examining tlie classics, the son of a miner who 
enters holy orders and becomes shocked at clerical corruption, or the 
son of a Protestant minister seeking his fortune in New Amsterdam, 
these new members of the established elite change it by their own 
vigorous action and by their influence on those born to liigh status. 

New tasks call for new leadership, wiiich, inv'olving labor, is deemed 
degrading by the old elite. In a society sloughing off feudalit>’ and 
the village or the manorial economic system, people turn to the man 
who lacks family distinction but has money to lend. In a society 
eager for education, people turn not to nobles but to educators, as 
they did to Ilya Ulyano\% Lenins father. In a society demanding 
health, doctors become prominent. Such new men of influence gradu- 
ally gain admission into the old elite. They become nobles of the robe 
and often many into families of the involuted nobles of the sword, 
whose posture now is en garde— a ritual posture of defensive readiness 
no longer backed by adequate force or adequate will. New entrants 
to the old elite become such by public service, by purchase, or by 
personal distinction attributable to something other than parental 
status and ancestral grandeur. 

This in itself makes for further fracture of a solidaiy ruling class. 
Seeing their distinctive prestige, influence, authority, and power taken 
over by these manufactured nobles, the old elite becomes contemp- 
tuous and hostile. In tlieir hostility, occasional members of the old 
elite become radical critics of the old, no longer exclusive, regime it- 
self.^ They send their children to the finest schools, at home or abroad, 
to get the pure and classic education free of modern commercialism. 
These children come home, sometimes to turn on their parents. 

Fearing a fatal separation from tlu‘ir inherited perejuisites, the old 
elite begins to reassert long-forgotten prerogatives, to counterattack 
against the new assertion of ancient popular liberties. To the extent 


* Tlic Progressive moveiii<*nl iti America that culminated in tlic* Presidencies of 
riieodore Rwjsevelt, Woodrow Wilson, and Franklin Roosevelt is an alteiniated 
c'xample. The old families ill AiTitTica procliKod rnmihers who fought vigorously 
fljfuinst the crude scrumhlc for power on the purt of tlic arriviste category of 

businessmen. 
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this is no longer really possible, they escape into a fanciful world 
where it is possible. The old elite come to live romantically, in an 
exquisite contemplation of a glorious past that never really existed. 
They exact compulsory labor as the price peasants must pay for being 
descended from serfs or unassimilated natives. They tax commerce, 
that novel device wliich is so pernicious and so profitable. They tax 
land transfers. And they no longer, as power becomes centralized, 
continue to protect peasants from \iolence or injustice. Their reason 
for being becomes a reason for haWng been. 

Bored by the dull manorial life, they move to the ever-exciting 
big cities and leave even the administration of tlieir prerogatives to 
hired agents. No longer content to live with the primitive techniques 
of their past, their feudal futility becomes mechanized. They ex- 
change the sword for the rifle and pistol, the carriage or the stallion 
for the motor car, and the lamp for electricity. But they frantically 
demand the continuance of the prerogatives of a nobility that no longer 
has anything serious to do. In the Arab world these incongruous 
noblemen drive Cadillacs over fine handwoven rugs. The money for 
Cadillacs comes from a modem demand they did not create, from oil 
they did not create and did not e\'en extract from the ground. And 
the exquisite, handwo\’cn driveways come from the toil of hands more 
skilled than their outj. In other lands tl^ey may ev’en deceive them- 
selves into believing they ha\e modernized, by installing time clocks 
and a system of punch cards to handle the payroll in the textile mill 
on their estate. And they have labor agitators jailed. 

The old nobility, including those who have just entered it, are apt 
to crowd closely around the situs of political power. The king or the 
president is thus insulated from the populace. The old nobles swear 
over and over their loyalt>’, which no longer matters because, even if 
he does not know it. the king is no longer endangered by their long- 
dead feudal power. The new nobles perhaps press even harder about 
tlic king, because they ha\e a better idea of what they must insulate 
him from. .\nd the clerg\’ assures the court that God (or Marx or 
Lenin or whate\ er His name) altogether approves them, their sophis- 
tication, their gentiliri’, their \aIor, tlieir gracious kindness, and their 
position on top of a well-ordered, well-hierarchized society. 

Unable altogether to insulate themselves from tlie dynamic new 
world whose watches, automobiles, and radios they readily absorb, 
the old elite begin to doubt themselves. They accept, even propagate, 
mordant criticism of their thin and msted armor. They believe in 
justice \\ itliin their class and think the kindness they sometimes show 
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to those beneath them is also justice. They equate custom and law 
and justice and grace— and tliemselves with the custody of these vir- 
tues. And they ride over the peasant’s growing crops or over the 
weaver’s rugs in a frantic escape from reality. With occasional clear 
vision, they see themselves as they are, as the last king of Egypt said 
of himself before tlie 1952 revolution: Farouk fou fou— Farouk is 
finished. 

Their loss of function is accompanied by, precedes, or causes a loss 
in the sense of belonging. They no longer are an integral part of the 
newly forming society beneath them. They lose a sense of real dignity 
and replace it, in the second childhood of a senile group, witli the 
rituals and symbols of ancestral merit. They identify with the past 
and with good people in other lands who are more like tliem than 
their own countrymen. They broaden tlieir sense of time and space 
in their ever-wider separation from the pro.ximate. As they universal- 
ize, they paradoxically identify not with the species but witli a mori- 
bund cultural efflorescence which, dehydrated, crumbles to dust. 

In the words of Cash, writing about the planter class in the Soutli 
before the Civil War, there was “a kindly courtesy, a level-eyed pride, 
an easy quietness, a barely perceptible flourish of bearing which, for 
all its obvious angularity and fundamental plainness, was one of the 
finest things the Old South produced.” '' The angularity is more 
broadly social: it is a bearing toward indi\’iduals, a bearing that is 
almost 180 degree's off course. 

The old elite is headed backwards, for reasons that may become 
wore apparent as we have a closer look at tlie new elite and at the 
general populace. These two groups, with diilerent hut conipatilile 
interests, are headed in the same general direction that the old elite 
itself moved, until it aetjuired the notion that its rights to enter heaven 
were exclusive and prescriptive as against all those of no family and 
no inherited property. 

The podition of the new elite 

The vigorous, intelligent, ambitious pt*ople who strive for influence 
w a society in transition are a marginal group. They try to enter 

* W. J. Cash, TItc Mind of the South, New York, N'intafie Hooks, 1960, 72. In 
three cliupters, this book, first publislu-d in 1941, describes almost a prototype 
of the old elite in an unstable society, which America was in critical degree, from 
at least 1830 until tire internecine War between the Slates, 
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the old elite and they sometimes succeed,® but it is only tlieir cliil- 
dren or grandchildren who can achieve the secure sense of belonging. 
Sometimes a kind of double marginality operates. In Malaya, the 
indigenous population has been suffused by an energetic entrepre- 
neural class of Chinese. A Chinese wanting to rise socially in this 
country thus has both economic and ethnic barriers. Some of these 
Chinese status-seekers joined the Malayan Communist part>' precisely 
because in it they saw chances for advancement in power and prestige. 
They tended to depreciate and reject their parents in favor of the new 
and sophisticated values of modernization. In tlieir case, middling 
social background plus their own ambition pushed them altogether 
out of the old society into a movement planning revolution. 

A basic characteristic, almost a definition, of tlie new elite is status 
discrepancy— a lack of consistency beriveen property, occupation, edu- 
cation on the one hand and prestige on the other. In e\’en the stable 
American society, as one study indicated, relatively high status dis- 
crepanc)’ produced a greater willingness to want a change in the rela- 
tive pow'er position of the major pow’er units (big business, small 
business. labor unions, state and national governments)." In Iran, 


another study found, re\ olutionaries tended to come from those groups 
in which there w^ere marked discrepancies between ecxinomic and 
political pow’er.’- And tlie same occurred e\en in the \er>- microcos- 
mic and seemingh’ homogeneous societ>' that the .American w'artime 
relocation centers for Japanese amounted to. Tlie people wiio w'ere 
active enough to attend a series of major riots in at least one of the 
camps were in a varieU- of ways more marginal than those w'ho did 
not join in the angry demonstrations against the camp authorities.^^ 


•’ rlir l(jp pulitical group in China Ix-foro its Communist revolution was the Kuo- 
miiitang. Of its central eonimittoe members whose- family background could be 
ascertained, roughly half were of upper-elas.s and half .if middle-class background. 
iScc H. C. North ct al., KuomhUattR oml Chinese Communist Elites, Hoover 

Institute Studies. Serms B: Elite Studies N... S. Stanford. Stanford University 
Press, PJ.52, 47.] 

‘“See Lucian \V. Pye, Guerrilla Communism in Malaya: Us Social and Political 
Meaning Princeton, Prince ton University Press, 1956, ch. 5, osp. 128-135. 

“ I. \V. Coffman, Status Consistency and Preference for Change in Power Distri- 
bution, American SocioloRical Review. 22:27-5-281 (1957). 

B. B. Ringer and D. L. Sills, Political Extremists in Iran, Public Opinion Quar- 
terly, 16: 689-701 (1952-1953). And see Lyford P. Edwards, The ^'alural His- 
tonj of Rcvolutious, Chicago, University of Chicago Prc*ss, 1927, 34-35, 55, 79-81. 

G. \\ ada and J. C. Davies, Riots and Rioters, Political Quarterly, 10: 

864-874 (1957). 
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In general, leaders are probably more marginal in one way or 
another than the populace. A new elite is probably very much like 
the old elite, and in a few ways quite different. But we do not yet 
have data to compare revolutionaiy’ leaders with nonrevolutionar>' 
leaders— or either category with the populace. We can thus note that 
Patrick Henry was the protagonist of the piedmont planters against 
the established tidewater planters in Virginia, that Napoleon was a 
Corsican, Stalin a Georgian, and Hitler a petit-bourgeois Austrian. 
All these men were leaders of unstable societies, but Lincoln and 
Masaryk were also marginal yet not arbitrary or anti-constitutional 
personal rulers.^^ 

If there is a distinction between leaders in stable and unstable so- 
cieties, it seems more likely to be the personal experience of some 
specific event that had a deeply traumatic influence on individuals in 
unstable societies, throwing them into active opposition to tlie estab- 
lished society. It is one thing to be upwardly mobile, ambitious, and 
status c*onscious. It is another thing to have access denied to channels 
of advancement in the existing society'. Here we can with some con- 
fidence mention the effect of arbitrary' administration of import duties 
on such men as Jacob Leisler or John Hancxick; and the tragedy for 
Lenin when his belo\’ed brother, his father, and his sister died in rapid 
succession for reasons he C'ould attribute to tlie old regime. If prior 
traumata did not permanently alienate dissenters in Imperial Hussia, 
at least tlie school which Sibc •rian exile amounted to produced gradu- 
ates of distinction. 

It is the cxmsecjuence of these injuries that directs the ptTson away 
from old loy'alties. He begins to see the society in light of his personal 
experience. He sees the old regime doing to others what it has done 
to him.’" In this experiencing of a specific trauma, leaders come, as 
Lasswell might put it, to displace their private aggressions on public 
objects. More exactly, the traumatized rexolutionary’ identifies his 

Chiirles V, (Ik* anti-Hc-foriiiatioii emperor, was also in a sense inari;ii)al. With 
u Spanisli motlier, lu* was raisi'tl a Fh-mini'— somewliat like heiiig an Irisliiiian in 
England. He cannot he called a rev(»lntionary, tlioiigli he was a crisis ruler. 

’"The picliire of misery that Chekliov’s stor>' of “Ward No. (i” created in Lenin's 
n.*a<l, in liyht of his sister's death in a liospital. lias already heeii tiH‘ntion<*d. ( .See 
Chapter 6, hjoinote 7.) With Itussia’s modern and compet<'ntly run hospitals, 
would this stor>' strike- a Itussian in i960 the way it struck Lenin before the 
revolution? Woidd the stories of ancient Chiiu-se outlaws, who <h*str<iyed those 
who exploited tin- iJoor and tin- innocent, have the same effect on non-Chinese 
residents of a stable society that those stories liad on the Coiniminisl party lea<lers 
during the prepower years? 
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specific aggressions against the established society with those of the 
general public. The two— leader and followers— then proceed to dis- 
place the old elite. 

One of tlie major immediate consequences of these traumata is the 
establishment of a new set of beliefs. It should be noted that I am 
asserting a cause-and-effect relationslup, respectively, between the 
traumata and the new beliefs. Leaders and followers do not revolt 
so much because of their beliefs as because of their injuries. The new 
beliefs are used to justify the impending revolt. One of the major 
tasks of the new elite is to elaborate before the revolt this new belief 
system, whether the elaborators be Locke, Jefferson, Marx, Hitler, or 
Gandlii. The established authorities are often good enough to free 
such people of all organizational responsibilities so that they can think 
and write undisturbed, in prison. 

And a curious conser\'atism sometimes becomes evident in the new 
dogma. Christ said he came not to destroy the prophets but to fulfill 
lliem. Locke said that removal of a government by a people was not 
rebellion but an exercise of sovereign power against the errant cus- 
todians of sovereignt>'. In New York in the 16S0s there was a similar 
call for a return to legitimate rule by the true monarch, on the eve of 
Leisler’s rebellion. The American Declaration of Independence spoke 
of deprivations of rights that had prenously been exercised. Rousseau 
advocated a return to principles deriNed from natural law governing 
natural man in primitive s()ciet>'. 

But the appeal is not simply, like that of Erasmus, for a return to 
the simple glor>' of tlie classic and noble past. It is also an appeal 
outward to uni\-ersal principles usable b>' any men anywhere under 
comparal)le circumstances of depri\ ation by the old regime. The jus- 
tification is not for Englishmen, Americans, or Frenchmen but for all 
mankind. And this in a sense takes us back to the beginning of this 
book, to the relationship between basic needs and the reasons for go\'- 
ernment. The ultimate justifications of life, liberty', property, and pur- 
suit of happiness, or of libcrtj'', equaliri', and fraternity' derive from 
chaiaeteristies of the human psyche. It is for this reason that these 
\ arious justifications have a similar orientation and a similarly wide- 
spread appeal. The style of e.vpression changes from century' to cen- 
tury’, but the basic appeal to human nature changes no more than 

do the common organic characteristics of tlie imtutored, uncultivated 
species. 

Along with this task of elaborating tlie justification for revolt, in 
which the new elite reaches both backward and outward, there comes 
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a new outlook. There is an unshakable and chiliastic faith that tlie 
return to a glorious past (the beginning of man: the state of nature) 
and arrival at a glorious future (the end of man: utopia, with no 
laws, no external restraints) will be achiesed. By this new mental 
attitude (a dimension separate from the content of the faith), the 
new elite come to believe they are instruments— however conscious— 
of God, of Reason, of Dialectical Materialism, or of the Volksgeist. 
And now they can righteously divide the world into tliose who arc 
with them and those who are against. 

A kind of universal Platonic realisrn afflicts revolutionary leaders. 
In the interests of the real world not yet realized, they can use them- 
selves and others with no fear of repeating the errors of tljose who are 
against them, simply because those on their own side are incapable 
of repealing the mistakes of others. The goal becomes all-important 
and— if only the true leaders sta>’ in power and elicit or command 
immediate popular obedience to the Divine, Rational, or Historical 
Will which the leaders embody— can be promptly realized. This new 
and narrow faith assumes the ability to achieve, in a year or st), the 
goals for which mankind has striven since the beginning of slri\ing. 
And so the new elite becomes opportunistic as to means, and to any 
outside observer becomes amoral. Sometimes they even appear so 
to insiders. 


In tile years before the Russian rcNolution, tlie Rolshe\ik Social 
Democrats resorted to fantastic iiuihocls of raising funds for part)’ 
work. What were called expropriations were nothing but frank rob- 
bery. On at least one occasion, marriage* was used to [noeuie the 
fortune of a wealthy woman. Assassination was common, practiced 
by both government agents and re\ olutionaries. W'hen I.enin was 
called to task for the assassinations, in a parly congress in 1900. he b\ - 
passed the vote against such violence and under the guise of defensixi- 
action continued to carry out the same actions somew hat moi’e dis- 
creetly. 

If these practices seem shocking, wc need only recall (he tc*chni<jues 
used by European royalty to buy and s<’ll t<*rritory w ith marriageable 
princes and princesses, the English King Henry X lITs minder of som<’ 
of his opponents, the expropriation by goNerninenls of propi'rty of 
citizens (e.g., of the Loyalists during the Anu-rican Re\'olution ) . and 
the savagery of the Secret Army Organization in .Algeria in 19fi2— a 
savagery that was tlie poisonous fruit of rrench army brutality in 
Algeria during the eight preceding years. Tlu*se actions are compre- 
hensible. 
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What is hard to comprehend is the apparent absence of guilt as 
governments and rebels alike savagely kill humans, in the name of 
some humane principle. There seems to be as little remorse about 
such actions in the twentieth century as tliere was when Spain sav- 
agely conquered Mexico in the early sixteenth century. A notable ex- 
ception is the apparent revulsion expressed by Khrushchev in 1956 at 
the brutality of the Stalin era— a revulsion which appeared genuine, 
in spite of and perhaps because of Klirushchevs participation in the 
purges, and which has not yet been followed by a return to tlie earlier 
savagery. And perhaps, as I suggested in the preceding chapter, 
Stalin liimself felt a kind of guilt. 

As the time for parturition approaches, the old and the new elite 
draw farther and farther apart. To oppose the N-ibrant new faith and 
dedication and confidence of the new men, the old have only a scurfy, 
inturned, ingrown self-concern, together with an almost complete dif- 
fidence. To face the new savager>^ of the re\olutionaries who attack 
in tlie name of iiniversals, the old elite can only turn to tlie savagery 
of despair, of cornered old beasts fighting merely to survive. And so 
the fight becomes an elemental one, a kind of per\'erse jungle battle 
in wliich for the duration of the violence, the main issue is survival. 
In this the vital new elite, with its new gods and young men, is apt to 
show itself superior to the old elite whose gods are either dead or 
a V l^y t c new. More or less without the benefit of patenial 
acknowledgment or attention, the revolution is born. The old elite 
rejects it, den\ ing parenthood. The new elite takes it up and makes 
the child its own. Now’ we can tuni to the general public, the body 
politic w’hich trul>- bears the re\-olution, to see what has brought its 
child to full or aborted term. 


The eircunistaiices of the general public 

The backgiound for political instability is economic and social prog- 
less. A populace in a static socio-economic condition is very unlikely 
to listen to tlie trumpet or siren call to rebellion. A populace whose 
progress is not impeded by forces attributable to the ruling class is 
also \’ery unlikely to rebel. Progress in otlier w-ords is most of tlie 
time a necessary but insufficient cause for \-iolent political change. 

A verj' crude index of progress is the rate of population increase. 
Its basic validity' as an index of growth is that it bears some relation- 
ship to bolli the ability and the willingness to support more people. 
In the extreme cases, starvation limits tlie ability, and enthusiasm for 
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large families extends the willingness. France’s population in the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries was fairly stable, averaging a growth 
rate of no more than about a third of a million per decade. This rate 
then tripled in the first half of the eighteenth century to about a 
million per decade, dropping off to about two-thirds of a million in 
the second half of the century. European Russia’s population growth 
similarly took a spurt in the hundred years ending in 1880, rising from 
a rate of about 1.4 million per decade in the century ending 1780 to 
about 5.7 million per decade in the next 100 years.’” Again, as in the 
case of France, the rate of increase slowed as the revolution ap- 
proached. 

These periods of rapid growth of course took place in economies 
that were overwhelmingly rural, witli— by modern standards— only the 
beginnings of industrialization. Among tlie major economic innova- 
tions in the prerevolutionary periods was a gradual change in the 
pattern of land ownership, from one in which the peasant rented from 
a landlord to one in wliich those who \s'orked the land had a legally 
protected interest in it. Land came increasingly to be an object of 
purchase. In both France and Russia, land values steadily rose in the 
century before the resolution— the major increase in Russia taking 
place after the 1861 emancipation of serfs. 

A second major c*conomic development in France and Russia was 
the growth of the factory system and industrial production, which nur- 
tured and was nurtured by the rapid growth of cities. Tlie population 
of Paris more than doubled in the eighteenth century, but it doubled 
again in the first half of the nineteenth century. St. Petersburg 
doubled its population in the eighteenth century, but from 18()()-19{)0 
its population cjuintupled. Moscow in the nineteenth century merely 
‘luadnipled its population. In Russia’s case there are data on the 
growth of factories and number of workmen— a crucial figure because 


many factories were set up on country estates to use the immediately 
available labor of peasant families— and incidentally to insulate the 
rural worker from subversive city influences. In the first half of the 
nineteenth century both factories ami worknu'ii (juadrui)lcd in num- 
ber. In the latter half, factories and workmen roughly (piatlrupled 
again.” Tliis steady progress, both rural anti urban, lacks the drama 


See J. C. Davies, Toward a Tl»eor>' 
view. 27j 5-19 ( 1902), at 11. 


of olutioli, AtJU'rU'an Socioht^ical /U’- 


Sec Thomas C. Masaryk, Tlie Spirit of London, Allen & Unwin LlcL, 

1919, vol. I, 120 n. 
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of sudden events like the emancipation of serfs but has great long- 
range consequences. 

Along with economic progress goes a series of social and legal re- 
forms, again probably both result and cause of fiu-thcr socio-economic 
progress. Tlie evidence as to France is less complete than as to 
Russia. Tocque\ille mentions that the peasant suffered less oppres- 
sion as the old regime approached its end than when law had been 
administered b\- feudal lords and that gradually he w’as acquiring that 
precious po.ssession. land, and that "he enjoyed civil liberty." But 
sueli ad\aucement was not accompanied by freedom from feudal dues. 
In some art'as tliey were demanded with increased importunac)’ by a 
frajitic nobility, even in tlie last three or four decades before 1789. 

In Russia, a scries of social refonns followed the 1861 emancipation, 
rather startling becau.se they came so late, but nonetheless joyfully 
receiv ed. The administration of justice was removed from landowners 
to state olficials. Running tlie gantlet (a virtual death sentence), 
lashing, and branding were aboli.slied shortly after emancipation, and 
caning a year before the RX).5 revolution. Trials became public, the 
juiy syslem was introduced, and judges got tenure. Compuksoiy mili- 
tary serv ice. which before emancipation was haphazardly administered, 
liad called for 25 >ears in the anny. Shortly after emancipation, the 
ti-rm was reduced to 16 years (and it was more consistently admin- 
isti-ri'd). In 1S7-1 it was reduced to 6 years for those with less than 
a lU'imaiy ecliuation. and was graduated down to 6 months for those 
witli uiii\ersit\' education. 

4 

Africa in tlic* twentieth century presents a new case of old phe- 
tioinena. Highly significant reforms were introduced into African 
socielv- by llu' aggressive colonizing powers. We have already noted 
(1 k“ abolition of human sacrifice by the Spaniards whcai they compicred 
Mexico in tin- sixtc'enth century. Comparable reforms were under- 
lak. u ill Africa by colonial governments. But they took place much 
later and in the context of technically more advanced European cul- 
ture. Ilu‘ trinun irate of traders, annies, and missionaries combined to 
accelerate (he rate ol dex'elopmi'ut in .Africa. Colonial elites did not 
deal with such comparatively advanced cultures as did the French 
elite in I* ranee ainl the Russian elite in Russia bc'fore their revolutions. 

( .olouists dc'alt with .African cultures that were not only on the eco- 
nomic subsisteiK’e hnc-l but wen,' also in smallc'r communal units. 

1 hc'ie was no written language*, only animist religion and scant aware- 
lass of any world beyond (he local communitv except a w’orld in- 
habitt'd bv thri'ateniug creatures and magical forces. 
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In Africa tlie starting point was farther back, and progress was rapid. 
Truly primitive cultures were with shocking suddenness exposed to 
the product of six thousand years of literate culture. Africans saw not 
only machine-made products like watches, rifles, sewing macliines, 
and automobiles; they also saw powerful armies and tlie administra- 
tive techniques of modern centralized governments and trading cor- 
porations. Even more significantly from the political standpoint, tl^ey 
saw a culture in which the indix idual is more nearly the supreme ob- 
ject of value and in which~so said the missionaries— all men are of 
equal worth. They observed that the white governments adminis- 
tered some kind of justice with nonmagical methods of establishing 
guilt or innocence. And they saw that modern medicine was more 
potent than magic potions or incantations. In a bew’ildering way they 
had the opportunity to leap through millennia of European cultuial 
developments. Prerevolutionar>‘ progress in Africa retjuires the estab- 
lishment of new scales to measure the high \e!ocit>' of change.'' 

If the background for political instability is progress, the prohnmd 
unease of marginality is in the foreground. W'hen an entire people 
starts enjoying de\'eIopmenls at a more or less acec'lcTalc'd pace, an 
entire people shows classic symptoms of marginality, like our hypo- 
tlietical Furumoto family in Hawaii. A people is gradually loosening 
age-old ties to the past and establishing ih*w ones to the future. Every- 
thing from the parent-child relationship to the relationship to tribal 
gods is so changed as to make eiulc'inic the roollc'ssnc'ss and normless- 
ness whicli Durkheim called anomy. 

Old patterns of S(jcial relationships ha\e come unfixed. Lojalty 
and obedience hitherto ha\e been granteil to nobkanen and chii ts, 
clerics and medicine men, kings and paramount duels. W'Iumi one’s 
former peers now become a new elite, whom does he now' ohe\? Does 
the former pea.sant w'ho now' has purchased a nobk* title get the same 
deference as the nobleman of anci<‘nt title? Is the peasant’s son who 
now talks of rising against tlu- laiullortl worthy ol support? Does one 
listen to the priest who says we are all children ol (iod, or to tlu* agi- 
tator who says all men are brothers? Does one obc-)’ tlu* mc'tlicine 
man, who successfully puts a curse* on erne’s eiierrjy, or the- missionary 
who says do unte) e)thers as you would have tlieju elo unto you? Doe-s 
one do others as some white traele-rs have* elone* blacks, or eloe-s he* re- 


** For an analysis of llic-st- proersst-s as (ln-y lia\«* occurreel in one- p.irt of Africa, 
^e-e James S. Col<;tnan, S’incrUi: Hackunnttui to Bi-ikck-y and Los 

Angeles, University of California Press, 1958. 
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gard white traders as a ratlier normal mixture of egoism and altruism? 
Does one forswear loyalty to the king in favor of republicanism? Does 
one deny the paramount and constitutional chief of the tribe and es- 
tablish a new, personal loyalty to a man whose followers say he will 
save not all Ashanti or Baluba tribesmen but all Ghanaians or Congo- 
lese? 


The crieis begins 

111 considering a society headed toward revolution, it is hard to over- 
emphasize tlie intensity and universality of individual mental conflict. 
It can be epitomized in the domestic conflict between father and son 
or Iiusband and wife, but this is only one of several major areas of 
change and thus of mental conflict. As we have seen, the official in- 
troduction of a new religious ritual in Russia was met with a super- 
orthodox re\i\al of old ritualism among ordinary people. We also 
know that peasants in lute ninetcenth-centur)' Russia often turned over 
to the tsarist police populists who came from the cities to preach so- 
cialism. In Africa not only did an occasional missionary end up in the 
stew; in Kenya the Mau-Mau movement of the 1950s had strong over- 
and undertones of ata\'istic, tribe-based reaction that often altogether 
drowned tlie \t)ice of progressive development. Blacks were killing 
blacks, hut ever>' black killed by a Mau-Mau lias been said to repre- 
sent. in effigy, a white man. 

At U*ast two new political loyalties begin to emerge, to help fill the 
void as the old becomes senile-loyaIt>' to nation and to a new leader. 
Tlie.se new' loyalties, it should be noted, arc relatlvelv specific, rela- 
tiveb- free of a reasonetl kind of ideolog>'.‘'’ Both cut across estab- 
lished patterns of lovalty and tend to flatten the pyramid of social 
hierarch)' and deference. Luther put man in direct and equal con- 
tact w ith God. making salv ation possible through an individual, per- 
sonal act of faith, in psv chically similar ways, nationalism makes all 
men witl.in a particular area subjectivel)- equal as fellow citizens of 
a common nation and as brotherlv- admirers of a common leader 

’■> Since it i,. the intellectual who writes about revolutions, he is likely to impute 
Ins own .Mjplnsticatccl al.slracli<.n to the Kencral public, which does not think so 
much of ideol(.t-ies and utopias as about overthrowinK the e.stablished government 
and a hGlovocl new IcacKr. 

In 1906 in Eastern Siberia, a people called Yakuts and numbering some 250,000 
demanded various nationalist reforms for Yakuts against the Russian imperial gov- 
ernment. See Hugh Selon-Watsoii, The Decline of Imperial Russia: 1855-1914, 
New York, Frederick .\. I’raeger, 1952, 2-41. 
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with whom each citizen has tlie same direct, close, personal contact. 
On some occasions the new leader does not emerge till after the revo- 
lution has begun (Lenin in Russia, Napoleon in France, Nasser in 
Egypt); in others he is already a popular symbol beforehand (Nkni- 
mah in Ghana, Banda in Nyasaland, Castro in Cuba). 

As developments accelerate— as land passes from landlords to peas- 
ants, factories and payrolls rise, and a more equalitarian outlook be- 
comes popular— the proportionate share of tlie ordinary citizen dimin- 
ishes. He may get more than he had, but as factory hand or clerk 
he gets only such minimum wage as is necessary to keep up the flow 
of people from the c'ountryside to the city. And— so at least it seems— 
only such equal justice is meted out as is necessar>’ to keep the popu- 
lace from an excess of restlessness. 

In France during the half-century before the revolution, according 
to one estimate, prices rose three times as fast as wages."' As a feudal 
carryover, peasants had to perfonn c*ompulsor>’ labor on major liigh- 
ways, to the neglect of local roads of more importance to peasants. 
Taxes, notably the taille but also the s’ingtieme and capitation, dis- 
criminated against the poor, mainly because the rich and noble bought 
exemption or otherwise evaded payment. Customs duties and excise 
taxes on some consumer goods liad a similarly retrogressixe effect. 

In Russia, wages rose after emancipation but not so fast as food 
prices. There was some increase in real wages after 1883, aiul urban 
population almost doubled, 1878-1897. But emancipation of serfs 
placed such a heavy financial burden on them that for a time tlieir ac- 
tual landholdings diminished. The redemption prices at which peas- 
ants could buy land were set well above the market valu<*, in a blatant 
favoring of landlords. The Peasants’ Lan<l Bank, set up in 1883 It) 
lend money for land purchases, was follow(‘d in 1885 by the Nobles’ 
Land Bank, which promptly ofler<*d more faxorable terms for land 
mortgages than the Peasants’ Bank did to its client(*le. .And it was 
mainly the wealthier peasants who were able to l)>iy. As in the earlier 
case of France, taxes fell most heavily on peasaiits and workers. Land 
taxes of nobles, almost incredibly, were based on the landowner’s own 
assessment of his own property; one estimate is that land taxes on 
peasant holdings were double wliat they were on noble estate's.-- In 

Georges Lefebvre, The Cominfi of the french Hecohitioii, Kvw York, Vintage 
Doolcs, 19.57, 9.3. This l)ook we IS first i)iil>lisli«-<l in Freiicli, in 1939; it was first 
translated into English by H. R. Palmer and piiblislred by the Princa tejii Uiii\<Tsity 
Press in 1947. 

** H. Seton-Watsoii, op. cit., 120. 
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188&-1887 taxes on business enterprises brought in about an eighth of 
what entered the government treasury from the alcohol tax. In 1878 
the sugar tax, also falling on the consumer, produced one-third as 
much revenue as business taxes; by 1895 the sugar tax produced about 
10 % more than tlie business tax and by 1897 some 20% more.-® Tariffs 
on tea and cotton also hit the poor hardest. 

Laws of general application— a rather redundant qualification— os- 
tensibly do not discriminate. An import duty on tea or cotton pre- 
sumably affects buyers of tea or clothing regardless of race, religion, 
color, or status. A law against murder does not say it is more murder- 
ous for a poor man to kill than for a rich man. A set of laws, that is, 
wliich on its face does not discriminate is therefore presiunably re- 
lated to another redundancy, equal justice. 

Perhaps as much as anything else, the general public becomes rest- 
less and discontented at the growing divergence between laws and 
the way they are administered on the one hand and the underlying 
principle of equality on the other. Where this is the case, peasants 
get restless not so much because they are poor as because such legal 
de\-ices as the Nobles* Bank in Russia artificially enforce discrimina- 
tion in a society whose principles are presumably just and diaritable 
and \^’hose laws or decrees do not discriminate. Import duties in New 
^ork in the IGSOs are one thing. The arbitrary favoring of certain 
friends of the goNcnior is another. Being compelled to serve one’s 
countr>^ in the armed forces is one thing; being able to buy one’s way 
out of the draft is anotlier— and so is getting virtual exemption because 
one was able to afford a university education. It is fine to hear a mis- 
sionaiy preacli the good news, tlie very good news, that the humblest 


and darkest-skinned of God’s children are as good as the most exalted 
and liglite.st-skinned. It is not good news to see the missionary, when 
the issue arises in action, taking sides with the colonial government or 
entc-ring the club rcsen'ed for Europeans only. 

If the old elite, the established ruling class, has ever made an his- 
toric mistake, it is in admitting to any kind of general humane prin- 
ciples to justify the established go\emment. If the old elite e\'er 
makes a TOntemporar\' mistake in a society headed for revolution, it 
is to act in radical contradiction to these principles, so tiiat kindness 
degenerates into politeness and courtliness, justice is applied only to 
tlie masses and mercy to tlie classes, equality does not discriminate 
between rich and poor wlien one is caught stealing bread, and in prac- 


-'‘■Ihul, 121 . 
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tice the virtue of graciousness degenerates into a grand acceptance of 
the obsequiousness of those beneath oneself. The narcissism of in- 
equality makes the old elite see themselves as morally beautiful when 
in fact the animal egotism they attribute to the unwashed, untutored 
“mass” lies just underneath their own grand manner, as it lies just 
under the obsequiousness of the nonelite. 

The only way an old elite could really succeed is to think and act 
like Orwell’s O’Brien in 1984, to admit honestly to themselves that 
virtue is a boot stamping in a human face forever. Tlic old elite is un- 
able to live so consistently in either thought or action, to announce 
even to themselves principles that accord with their often brutish ac- 
tions. So the old elite stubbornly digs its own mass grave, while the 
new elite and the general public look on with a puzzled awe tliat 
mitigates their savage anger. 

As the old elite continues to preach Christian or Marxist or Islamic 
virtue and to practice hyper-Nietzschean egotism, both horizontal and 
vertical ties break dosvn, and egotism becomes endemic throughout 
the society. Tired of serving a lord whose function of protection 
against predators or invaders has now been taken o\er by police and 
armies, the peasant emulates the lord and pursties his own interest. 
Tired of working too long hours for too little money, the urban worker 
loses his gratitude for an employer now growing fabulously wealthy 
because of the voracious demand for factor>’-niade goods and the* al- 
most inexhaustible supply of labor coining from an impoverished coun- 
tryside. Tired of a decadent old aristocracy whose great action is now 
only ancestral, the new bourgeois ami intellectual elite de\-eIops an 
angry contempt and by cunning and wealth acquires or seeks the 
trappings of ancient distinction. Each class becomes encapsulatetl. 
Within each class, each iiulividual becomes encai)sulated. Tiiere is 
a host of barriers within barriers, in which the coinnuju interest, the 
social sense, even the desire to lose and be lovi'd gets smothered and 
seems to die. If society could kill the social sense, in an old society 
it would surely have died of corruption, cynicism, and the frantic fatal- 
ism of a Bnished Farouk indulging deathbed desires. It gives the ap- 
pearance of supporting the Freudian thw)ry of the deatli instinct, of an 
actual desire to die, not just a resignation to death. 


The crisis deepens 

As parturition approaches, these long-range developments begin to 
converge in time. Tlie ideas planted even centuries before and nur- 
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tured in the old society meet the smothering, confining resistance of a 
body politic that no longer nurtures the old ideas because they no 
longer nurture the body politic. It is at this point in the genesis of 
revolutions that we have more knowledge of what happens, just as in 
medicine the knowledge of childbirth is more complete than the un- 
derstanding of genetics. So it is well to remember that the phenomena 
now to be considered are more exactly epiphenomena, the conse- 
quences of forces rooted in the human organism and nurtured over 
centuries of slow cultural development. 

As the revolution approaches, the first group to emerge as active 
protestaiUs is mainly from the old and the new elite. That is, the 
agitators and future ruling class are in large part noblemen, arriviste 
bourgeois, or the sons of either class. Much more rarely are they 
the oilspring of poor people with no claim to distinction. Those New 
Workers who started the rebellion against James II’s minions were 
mercliants. Jacob Leisler was a clergyman’s son, certainly a social 
superior to coopers, c-ordwainers, and even to the yeoman farmers who 
rallied to his support after he accepted power. 

Other examples lend support to the bourgeois or upper-class origin 
of new revolutionists. Lenin was the son of a schoolmaster who had 


been made a nobleman for Iiis distinguished work. Trotsky was the 
son of a wealthy peasant. Marx was the son of a successful lawyer 
and mairied the beautiful daughter of one of the leading local aristo- 
crats. The part)' functionaries in the Malayan Communist party 
tended to come fnan comparatively prosperous backgrounds and to 
be better I'ducated than not only the rank-and-file part>- members but 
(of course) also the ordinary peasants and workers in whose name 
they were rebelling.^' A classic case is Henry VIII, who as ecclesiastic- 
rebel King of England can hardU- be said to have lacked social posi- 
tion. Chanted the grand title. Defender of tlie Faith, by a Pope grate- 
ful foi such a i)resligi()us attack on Lutlieran heresy as young Henry 
produced, the monarch rebelled violently against the Homan church 

when it stood between him and his Hollywood- or Grecian god-like 
marital ventures. 


There is no particular need to labor this i>oint, except for tw'O con- 
siderations. The first is that, folklore to the contrary, it is not the 
poorest, the most downtrodden people, who initiate civil disorders. 


On the contrarv. 

# 

classes wiio have 


it is members of the established middle and upper 
the leisure to work at tasks other than survival and 


-‘Scp Pyo, op. cit., 129, M9-10-1. 
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the accumulation of basic material “necessities” and who for various 
reasons become disaffected or othenvise alienated from the established 
classes. The second is that, as a genuine (in contrast to a palace) 
revolution ripens, it almost by definition does in\oIve the broad citi- 
zenry. Events move so fast as revolutions come into being that it is 
easy to forget or not to notice the sequence in which groups join tlie 
revolution. 

For example, one can say that a few people, mainly of the intelli- 
gentsia, were in revolt when Alexander II of Russia was assassinated. 
Indeed the turning to the technique of killing government officials was 
partly a consequence of the failure of these members of the new elite 
to elicit popular support in their Mo\ ement to the People. The 1917 
Revolution in Russia began in the cities, themselves a cultural avant- 
garde in an overwhelmingly rural civilization. Tlie cities themseKes 
had been prepared mentally by a vanguard of disaffected elitists. Only 
after there had been an effectise transfer of the actual go\ernniental 
machinery out of the hands of the old regime did the peasants join. 
When they did, they did so with passionate a))andon. but not until the 
cities were securely in c-ontrol of the revolution. 

John Locke in his seventeenth-century justification for rebellion 
notc*d the extreme reluctance of the people to ri“l)el. “They are hardly 
to be prevailed with to amend the acknowledged faults in the frame 
they have been accustomed to.” And they “are more disposed to suder 
than right themselves by resistance.” “ • The great gulf between tiie 
ordinary citizen and his rulers in a little-deseloped society is epito- 
mized by a research anecdote. An interviewer in Turkey, as he W'ent 
through the questionnaire, asked his respondent what he would do to 
solve Turkey’s major problem if he were President. I'he respond(*til, 
a shepherd, replied, “My God! How can you say such a thing? How 
can I ... I cannot ... a poor villager . . . master of the whole 
world.” Even a generation after great changes began in Turkey 
under Kemal Atatiirk, about half the Turkish population remained in 
what Lerner calls the Traditional categor)', and among the.se Tradi- 
lionals almost 9 out of 10 did not feel there was anything they could 
do to help solve Turkey’s problems."*’ These people, poor in goods as 

*‘Johfi LfK-ke. Of Citil Covcnirnetit (iIh- S«c<hi< 1 rrciiliNc), L«iul<»ti, J. M. l)c-ii{ 
& Sons Ltd., Everyinaiis t-dition, 1924. paKe 230, i)araHraph 223, and page 233 
paragraph 230. 

’‘'’Daniel Lerm-r, The Pussing of Traditional Socieltj, Glt-ncoc The Free Press 
1058. 24. 

Ibid., cl). 5. This book does a remarkal)Ie job of psychologically distingnivhing 
major social segments of societies in transition to the modern world from feudalism. 
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well as spirit, support but do not make revolutions. They may indeed 
some day inherit the eardi, but they will pay a substantial fee to their 
counselors at law and in politics— the elite which at the time of revo- 
lution is with them but not of them. 

What then does finally move a critically large segment of the popu- 
lation into rebellion? The vanguard of revolution, the new elite, are 
ready, well in advance of the actual outbreak. Indeed some are so 
far in advance that tliey are killed by the old elite, often with the tacit 
or express consent of the populace. My notion is that it is specific 
grievances, events specifically hurting ordinary citizens, that produce 
actual popular outbreaks.*® This is hypothesized not on the grounds 
that the broad populace is actually thrown back to a desperate con- 
dition of living on the edge of survival, but that it fears it will be. 
Expectations of better material or other circumstances have become 
habitual and now are met xvith sharp, ineluctable frustration. People 
are apt to rebel, not when tlieir rising expectations are satisfied but 
when they have been satisfied for a prolonged period and are then 
frustrated by action or inaction blamed on the government.*® 

Parturition 

A society that is undergoing change is in a state of considerable 
(though tolerable) tension in any case. When there occius some 
major blockage of the accelerating forward movement, tlie tension is 
apt to reach the bursting point. Chronic grievances are aggravated 
by new, acute ones. The blockage surely varies with time and locale, 
but one of the commonest is war, which inevitably raises profound 
anxiety about sur\ival itself. The great Russian revolution in botli its 
phases was precipitated during wars which tlie populace did not feel 
Iiad anything to do with them. The war with Japan in popular eyes 
seemed to be a contest of rival imperialisms, and the war with Ger- 
many only nine years later in tlie same eyes was being fought under 
the guidance of leaders whose attachment to Germany seemed suspi- 
ciously apparent, under the guidance of a Tsar who was under the 
domination of a Germanborn Tsarina. 

For a fuller statement, see J. C. Da\’ies, Toward a Theory of Revolution, Ameri- 
can Sociological Review, 27:5-19 (1962). See also the brief mention of the 
phenomenon in connection with anomy and suicide in Emile Durkheim, Suicide, 
(1897), Glencoe, 111., The Free Press, 1951, 252. 

On the deprivations immediately preceding the Russian Revolution, see Michael 
T. Florinsky, The End of the Russian Empire. New York, Collier Books, 1961, 
chs. 6 and 7. This study was first published in 1931. 
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In America by 1775 a long series of specific irritations and frustra- 
tions had occurred. Among them were trade restrictions by acts of 
Parliament (1733-1767); the closing of the Western frontier by the 
1763 Proclamation; the stationing in Boston of British troops, too few 
to quiet Indians and too numerous to ease fears they had come to 
quiet Bostonians; and a succession of clashes with these British troops 
from 1768 till the running battle on the road from Lexington to Con- 
cord in 1775. Some frustrations hit merchants, some hit ordinary 
citizens who had to quarter British soldiers in tlieir own homes, but 
all were specific and not particularly ideological. Thomas Jefferson 
and Thomas Paine wrote to justify a turn of events that had already 
taken place. 

A rebellion can be headed off before its actual outbreak, sometimes 
by concessions (as in Dorr’s rebellion in 1842 in Rhode Island),’’" 
sometimes by superior force (as in the 1956 Hungarian rebellion). If 
it is not, it moves in a course that seems almost blind and inexorable, 
witli the justification appearing as an almost madly rational aspect of 
a primeval procedure. Like a husband with an abstract turn of mind 
telling his wife in childbirth that the forthcoming infant will be a 
credit to the human race, an ideologue may more or less correctly ap- 
praise the purposes of revolution, but all the parturient society can 
think of at the moment is pain and pressure. 

Once there has been a final precipitation of conflict, such us sokliers 
firing into a crowd or someone in a crowd throwing a rock at patrolling 
soldiers, the process is in usually irreversible motion. As Le Bon 
pointed out in his study of crowds, a skillful person can divert a 
crowd from its momentary purposes.^’ But it is asking too much of 
any single human being— or any number less than a battallion or divi- 
sion of disciplined, unecjuiNocally loyal troops— that they re\erse a 
process that is so deep in its origins and massive in its accumulated 
force. Once parturition has begun, no midwife or physician is so 
insane as to imagine it possible to keep even a premature fetus from 


being born. 

The draft riots in New York in July 1863 ran a course for five days, 
with the city police quite incapable of maintaining any semblance 


*®See Davies, op. dt.. 8-10. 

‘^Gustave Le Bon, The Croud (189.5), New York, 'iJu- Viking Fr<-ss, Comji.jss 
Books ed., 1960. See also W. A. WesHey, The Nalure and C^nitrol of IhisUlc 
Crowds, Canadian Journal of Economics and Political Science. 28; 11 ( 19.57), 

which, based on intr-rviews with police offic<Ts, corrolxirates some of I.«- Don's 
findings a half-century later. 
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of order.®- The riots in Cairo in January 1952, while briefer, were 
comparably uncontrollable or uncontrolled. And it is utterly impos- 
sible to imagine what any force could have done in Russia in February 
1917 to stop that revolution. The troops could not be forced into 
stopping the crowds. A kind of ultimate incongruity between con- 
stitutional and unconstitutional processes is reached when a legislature 
“deliberates” under the machine guns of a new leader, as did tlie 
Congolese parliament in September 1960 when Lumumba asked for 
complete authority to rule. 

Tlie physical violence, so central a characteristic of revolutions, has 
at least four consequences. It induces a sense of shock so severe that 
people observe and take part in the events with a kind of mental dis- 
sociation, like that ^vith which a soldier in combat faces the reality of 
deatli or mutilation, with a dazed yet calm and rational detachment. 
Like concentration camp internees protected by the shock of an in- 
credible real world, citizens in a revolution can be calm and detached, 
relatively free of panic. 

A second consequence is a kind of apatliy, a paradoxical indifference 
to what liappens. The apathy is partly tlie result of fear that getting 
iinolved in anything will endanger life and limb. It is also in part, 
immediately after or alternating with periods of extreme excitation, a 
consccpicnce of simple exhaustion. Some of tlie tension that has 
built up is released by direct or vicarious participation in popular 
demonstrations, and people are for a time emotionally unstrung. The 
experience is somewhat like that which tens of millions of people in 
Europe, Asia, and America had in 1945 when the war, which had 
SCI aped and hammered and plucked tlieir ner\’es raw for six years, 
came at last to an end. Such a profound sense of relief, after tlie 
resolution of long-enduring tensions, apparently is causally related to 

a state of apathy that prevails for awhile, after the old elite has abdi- 
cated or been destroyed. 

A third consequence of the physical violence is a kind of equaliza- 
tion of people in all ranks and conditions. Almost everyone has experi- 
enced the ease of association tliat follows a common disaster, or a 
happy e\'ent like the achievement of peace. People with whom one 
would not have dared or deigned to speak are now tlie willing objects 
of the reciprocal exchange of the sense that is a consensus. But there 
is a further reason for this equalization than the delight or comfort in 
sharing joy or sorrow. People are thrown back on basic resources, on 


3= See Irving Werslein, July 1863, New York, Julian Messner, 1957. 
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basic individual human resources, wliich test and expose tliem to the 
core. Courage is observed and admired witliout regard to status, and 
so is cowardice. Generosity, fear, selfishness, and (piitc simply the 
shedding of blood or life are root experiences which for a time slough 
off the more subtle effects of enculturation. A semi-permanent con- 
sequence is the reminder of what people do ha\ e in common and of 
tile inadequacy of long-established criteria (like property, occupation, 
education, and religion) to test people very deeply. 

A fourth consequence, related to the first three, is a heightened 
sense of national community. For a time, sectional and indi\'idnal 
conflicts are pushed into tlie background by a strong, iu*\s-, and larger 
social sense. This new socializing is also partly the result of the ex- 
cess of egotism in the prere\(>lutionary period, an o\ erreaction from 
individualism in the old society to the suppression of the indi\'idual in 
the new national community. 

The shock, apathy, e(|ualization, and socializing that follow the 
period of physical violencx* jiros ide a nietaphase din ing wl lich there 
is a lining up of forces that will determine the style of reNolution and 
the sort of leadership to come. Membc'is of the new elite share their 
rejection of the old regime and their desire to take power, but they do 
not share a desire to share power. The\' all want to lea<l flu‘ doxsn- 
trodden masses straight to Utopia, but each small group of lU'w elitists 
is altogether convinced of tin- iiicompet<*nee of all other groiq)s. As 
the struggle progresses, the public outside— w ithout a partic iikn- awari*- 
ness of its crucial role in resobing its own transitoi) ehaos ami thi* 
for power in the palace and tin* l<*gislatiire— becomes a tnajoi' 
arbiter of tlie dispute because it is to the public that leatlersliip groups 
appeal for support. 

The elite group most likely to succ<*ed, nior<* oftt*n than not, seems 
to be the one that has the hardest, least conciliatory program-and 
the Ijardest men. ,^ny group which proposes to maintain any con- 
tinuity W’ith the old regime has less ehanet* to succeed than one* which 
at leiist says it will make a c*otnpl(*te bri'ak with th(* past. .Mmosl by 
definition a populace that has thrown oil the old does not want e\ cn 
to be reminded of any connection with if— any more than a teenager on 
a Saturday night wants to In* remimled of tin* pare nts he is eseaiiing. 
Kven compromise within the confevsting ne*W', W'onlel-be ruling greiups 
Js apt to be seen by tlie populace as a sign of w jnering, ol nncei tainty 
as to the location of the obviously e*asy anel dire*el path to the* geioel 
society. Anel the group that calls for tin* most sacrifice, of prese*iil 
conifeirt feir future perfection, is apt to win ose-r the* one* lliat sajs 
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people are still individuals and let us proceed slowly into the foggy 
future. For a populace that wants to escape from a miserable world, 
talk of a direct patli that the leaders say, and may even believe, they 
clearly see is more welcome tlian talk of the uncertainty of success 
and the possibility that tlie old elite was not altogether malignant.’^ 

But the old society, even the old regime, gradually begins to re- 
assert itself from the grave. There is no real return to the previous 
landed and haut-bourgeois basis for the political power structure. 
But in a wide variety of ways the old manner reasserts itself. 

The attempt by some people after the American revolution to estab- 
lish a constitutional monarch is only one instance. When Napoleon 
became emperor, when Nkrumah became prime minister, there was 
an adoption of some external forms of the old regime. Far more sig- 
nificant than sucli forms are the more intimate stylistic relationships 
between the rulers and the public. A populace long accustomed to 
a monarcli who was the s>-mbol of national unity, authority, benefi- 
cence, and grace cannot move suddenly to more abstract representa- 
tions. Tlie new elite must— and readily does— produce a new leader 
wlu) l:)ecomes the living, personal symbol of unity, authority, benefi- 
cence. and grace. He may even go a step beyond. If the old mon- 
arch was supposed to l)e perfect but obv iously was not, the new leader 
becomes in the eyes of his followers not the .symbol but the reality of 
perfection, the omniscient, omnipotent, morally perfect, charismatic 
leader. 


Tlie charismatic leader of course is the embodiment of justice and 
of grace. In this light. Stalin (in his own eyes) and perhaps even 
the highly rationalist Lenin (in the eyes of some of his followers) 
appeared as the successors of the supposedly finished line of tsars. 
The secret police were an intensified carrv’ovcr from the empire, and so 
indeed w’ere the collective fanns, however spurious was the new 
measure of local communal self-rule that had begun in the zemstvos 
and mirs. As W'olfe points out, Stalin was repeating the experiences 


of his youth when he encouraged informing, which in his seminary 
days he had so bitterly resented; and when he followed the catechis- 


33 Pye attributes an iinr<>ali-stic appraisal of actual time needed to achieve goals, 
among Malayan Chinese Coiniminists, to the uncertain time-categories in the Chi- 
nese language. [Pye, op. cit., 126.] More reasonable is tlie explanation that men 

niisLTy want nuicli nncl want it now. At least there has been the 
same impalit'nce in Russia, and the Russian lanjjuage lias no such vagueness about 
time. 
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tic style in his writings, he was acting like the hated priests.^* In a 
speech in Budapest in December 1959, Khrushchev justified his inter- 
vention in the Hungarian revolt of 1956 by reminding his Hungarian 
audience that Tsar Nicholas had helped the Austrian Emperor sup- 
press a Hungarian revolt in 1849. 

And perhaps the strengtli of the appeal of Marxism, witli its demand 
for the destruction of the exploiting class, derives from a simple ap- 
preciation of the Marxist anger at exploitation as such, because an 
exploiting class has caused anger in the society undergoing revolution. 
Certainly one cannot explain why Marxism has taken strongest root in 
the least economically des’cloped, most feudal agrarian societies on 
grounds that Marx called for the ov'erthrow of capitalists. The style 
may be more important tlian the content because it pro\ides a ra- 
tionale for revenge— it rationalizes a mood. 

But this has already taken us too far beyond the causes of revolution. 
Before we start speculating on what happens when a re\’olution be- 
comes stabilized, we had best stop. In the meantime and without 
much benefit of academic analysis, organic forces within individual 
human beings continue to interact with extenial and inlei-nali/ed cul- 
tural forces, to maintain a continuing process of political eNohition 
and revolution. A French bishop, who was a frientl of Petrarch, in 
the fourteenth century wrote of the value of the secure life (vie 
seiire) in the country as opposed to insecure life at cotirl,'-’ Six hun- 
dred years later and as long as people maintain their nature— that is, 
forever— they cannot and will never be abh? to escape the probleni 
of security and insecurity. The ever-emerging ne<‘ds of man interact 
with an environment that ever falls short of fulfilling these needs and 


so generates the tension that causes civilization to emergt' and e\’ol\'e. 


Bertram D. \V<j|fc, Three Who Made a Hetolulion, BosUjii, Ikatoii Press, lU.j.", 
411, 413, 459. 

See Johan Huizinga, The Wuninfi of ihe Middle Ages, London, j^dward Arnolt! 
Ltd.. 1924. 117-118. 
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The writings that follow are ones I have used in dc\'eloping the notions in tliis 
book and presenting the evidence in tlieir support. Tlie writings are \'aried, in- 
deed variegated. Some arc as old as the hills— or at least as old as Crecce and 
Judea. Others are from more recent professional and technical publications. 
Still others (not included in the following list) are from the daily newspaper. 
If there is any meritorious conclusion to draw from the wide variety, it is that 
the often elusive mental phenomena I have tried to make some sense out of are 
everyday, real, and common ones. They have been continuously probed by 
philosophers, kings, statesmen, demagogues, citizen-s, and scientists. The phe- 
nomena are, as has been said in a different context, deep enough for an elephant 
to swim in and for a child to bathe in. 

The reader is invited to have a look at any or all the writings. Above all, he 
is invited to look around him for relevant observations that this hook has over- 
looked. Thomas Hobbes said three hundred years ago: ‘‘He that is to govern a 
whole nation must read in himself, not this or that particular man, but mankind. 

• . •" This book purports to be a jumping-off place for exploring human be- 
havior in politics and ourselves ns part of the governing process. For tijose who 
can tolerate ambiguity that is sometimes chilling, tlie following hooks and articles 
may serve not as a stagnant, dark pool to gaze into hut as a navigable stream 
that leads to the oceanic depths of the human mind. And if he will but turn his 
mind to it, each of us may thus belter explore his own political self. 
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20 

and apathy 13, 15, 26 
and depoliticization 15-23 
and forced political participation 
22-23 

and limits to propaganda 134-136 
at detention camps for Japanese 17- 
18 

fear of bodily harm or death 5-6, 
109-110, 360 

hunger and starvation 5-6, 11-15, 
27-28 

in Chinese People’s Republic 21-23 
in Hungarian People’s Republic 21- 
22 

in Soviet purges of 1930s 18-21 

recovery from 33-34 
Deprivation, sensory: 

Darkness at Noon 107n 
experiments in 105-107 
Hebb’s experiments 105-106 
Lilly's experiments 107 
separation from self and 106, 107 
Deprivation, social: 
effects of 150-152 
experiments in 149-150 
in brainwashing 22 
in infants 151-152 
in “mechanical” boy 151 
in “wolf” boy 150-151 
Desocialization: 
and unemployment 16-17 
of family 168-169 


Desodalization (cont*d) 

of brainwashing victims 19, 22 
Detention centers for Japanese: 

deprivation and depoliticization 17- 
18 

riots at 18, 346 

Dictatorship, equality, and suffrage 
51-52 

Disaster, effects on community 168 
Discrimination and prejudice, racial: 
and class 268 
causes of 203-205 
see also Ethnic groups 
Displacement 39, 82 

of aggressions in revolutionary leaders 
347 

Dissociation, mental, right after revolu- 
tion 362 
Distal groups: 

and Christianity 220, 222 
ethnic groups 198-200 
influence on party identification 
210-211 

in prerevolutionary conditions 341- 
342 

mediated by small town 190-193 
mental interaction of, with individual 
185 

mobility of entire status groups 252 
occasional proximal contact 184-188 
of working class 269 
Division of labor: 
and kibbutzim 241-242 
and social mobility 250-254 
Durkheim on 101 
growth of tertiary occupations 253 
Don,” starvation experimentee 12-14, 
16, 26, 33 

Dorr, Thomas 290 

Dostoevski, Fyodor, change in his belief 
s>'stem 214 

Douglas, Stephen A. 294 
and Lincoln 309-310, 312 
Draft riots in New York, 1863 5-6, 
361-362 

Durkheim, Emile 101, 141, 142, 266 

Economic progress and instability 
350-352 

Eden, Anthony 284 
Edict of Milan 216 
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Edict of Nantes 335 
Eisenhower, Dwight 293 
Elite, political: 

and self-actualization needs 56-60 
Chinese and Indian compared 29 
see also Leaders, political; Old elite; 
and New elite 

"Elmtown,” interclass antagonism and 
solidarity in 192n, 240-241 
Emancipation Proclamation 3 1 1 n 
Environment ( i.e., situation ) 2-5 

and human nature 2 
and the organism 3-5 
Equality (i.e., self-esteem, dignity) 
needs 9, 45-53 
and class legislation 238-239 
and ethnic minority status 197-200 
and hierarchy in groups 144 
and natural law 52—53 
and political stability 47-48, 243- 
244 

and power 247n 
and status 246-249 
and suffrage 51-52 
and utopian socialists 46—47 
Aristotle on 48 
Catholic church and 223 
Christ on 48-49 
Cicero on 48 
in America 50 
in early Christianity 49, 223 
in prerevolutionary conditions 354— 
356 

in Protestant Reformation 49-50, 

339 

in Soviet Union 52 
Jefferson on 48-49 
Judaic expression of 48-49 
Kant on 48-49 
Lincoln on 48-49 
lineage of the idea 48 
manifestations in law 50-51. 356 
Marshall, George C., on 48 
objective and subjective, distinguished 
46-48, 240n 

relation to social needs 45—46 
right after revolution 362-363 
subjective and self-esteem 47—49 
suffrage, dictatorship, and 51-52 
Erasmus 338-339, 341, 348 
and Freud 338 


Ethnic groups and ethnicity 194—205 
and conflict between Soviet Union 
and China 196 
and Congo independence 196 
and marginality 264 
and mobility 260-201 
and religion 201-203 
and status 260-261 
basis for nonpolitical conflict 195- 
196 

causes of discrimination 203-205 
identification 195, 198 
prejudice and class 268 
social and self-esteem needs 198 
subjective aspect 194—195 
Experience, traumatic and therapeutic: 
and party identification 207—208, 
209-210 

and political participation 185-190 
Hitler and Jews 185-187 
Lenin’s and his politics 187—189, 
188n, 189n 

Lincoln’s and slavery 187 
Extremism, political: 

and Hitler’s background 88-90 
and McCarthy’s background 87 
and marginality 164, 266 

"I'airgrieve” family: sec “Furumoto” 
family 
Family: 

and anti-Nazism 164 
and crisis 167-109 
and dictatorship 164, 167-169 
and economic depression 168 
and political participation 35, 163- 
169, 175n. 177 

and religious belief 220 
and social mobility 261 
and social neetls 35. 15.5-156 
parental influence 166-168, 176— 

177, 177n 

spouse influence 177 
the ''Furumolo" family 4-5, 153- 
155, 157-163, 165-167, 169 
Fanners, American: 

conservatism of 242-244 
identification process 40—41 
projection process 41-42 
foclalization of 36 
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Farmers and peasants in politics: 
conservatism of 242-244 
in early industrial conditions, in 
America 3fl, 40—42 
in preindustrial conditions 342-345, 
351, 355-^58 
Fear: 

causes of 71-74 
diagram illustrating 69 
distinguished from anxiety 67-69 
experiments with monkeys 78n 
Freud on 71 
optimum 70 

toothbrush experiment 78-79 
Food consumption in selected countries 
27 

Freud, Anna: 

and identification with aggressor 

200 

on defense mechanisms 82 
Freud, Sigmund 5, 19, 36-37 
and Erasmus 338 
and Lincoln 314 
Oedipus complex 37 
on anxiety 66, 71 
on love 32 

on "oceanic" feeling 8 1-82 
Frustration: 
and anxiety 66-67 
and insecurity 66 
and tension 66 
in Lenin’s background 90-92 
Maier’s experiments on 77-78 
Pavlov’s experiment and 76-77 
unpleasant tension 66 
Functional autonomy: 

Allport 220 

and church membership 220, 223 
and institutions 233 
and social needs 152 
Durkheim 141 
"Furumoto” family: 

and desocialization 169 
and political involvement 161-163 
Kentaro Kawashima 161-163 165- 
167 

Thomas Fairgrieve 161-163, 165- 
167 

Tom 4-5 

Tom and Mary 4-5, 153-155, 157- 
161 


Gandhi 283, 320 

Garrison, William Lloyd 310-311 

General public: 

decline in progress 355-356, 360 
economic progress 35 1—352 
in prerevolutionary conditions 350- 
360 

insecurity and 94—103 
political participation of 23-29, 53- 
56 

rationality, compared with elite 
130-136 

reluctance to rebel 359-360 
social reform and 352 
Germany: 

and genocide 196 

and political maturity 325-328 

Graft (political corruption) and justice 
238 

Gregory VII 216-217, 219 
Groups: 

a definition 142—144 
and categories 142—143 
chicken experiment 148 
distal, a definition 145-147, 183 
dog experiment 148 
family influences 163-169, 176-177, 
177n 

influence on conformity 170-175 
in war combat 180-181 
monkey experiments 149-150 
neighbors and friends 178-179 
nonfamilial 175-176, 178-181 
of equals and unequals 144 
origins of 146-153 
proximal, a definition 145-147, 183 
status group influence 179-180 
table of t>pes 147 
teachers’ influence 175n 
see also Distal groups: Proximal 
groups 

Guilt and innocence: 

among American farmers 40-42 
and ignorance (i.e., innocence) 22, 

22n 

and marginality 265 
and moral relativism 44-45 
Calvin and 19 
Freud and 19 
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Guilt and innocence (cont'd) 
identification and 38-39 
in Caesar's Column 41-42 
in purges and brainwashing 19-21 
Khrushchev’s, re Stalin’s purges 21, 
21n, 350 

of old and new elites in revolution 
350 

projection and 42 

Hamilton, Ale;rander 284 
marginality of 287 
Harding, Warren G. 294 
and Eugene Debs 296 
Henry IV of France 219 
Henry IV of Germany 217,219 
Heredity 1-4 

Hierarchy of needs 10-11, 60-63 
among French war prisoners 15 
and constitutional democracy 16, 
26-29 

and social status 255, 255n 
and support for civil liberties 1 1 In 
charts showing 62 
in concentration camps 14, 33 
in Russian 1918-1922 famine 14 
physical vs. social needs 32-34, 33n, 
145n 

Rostow and Buddenbrouks 1 1 ii 
social vs. “self-assertion” 148n 
Hiller, Adolf: 
and death instinct 90 
and Lincoln 318, 320 
and success 294—295, 296 
background of tension 88-90 
charismatic rule 301,304-305 
contact with Jews 185-186 
in Vienna 89, 186, 296 
Hobbes, Thomas 16,34,52 

“Horatio Alger” 254,255-256 

Human nature 1-6 

and appeal of revolution 348 
and “basic personality structure” 2 
and the environment ( situation ) 2 

and the person or personality 2—3 
and the situation ( environment ) 2 

the organism 2 
see also Orgarrism 

Hume, David, on cause and effect 129, 
129n 


Hungary: 

Soviet misperceptions in 1956 24^ 
246 

Khrushchev on Russian intervention, 
1849 and 1956 365 
Hunger: 

and constitutionalism 27-28 
and limits of propaganda 135-136 
and perception 108—109 
and political community 27-28 
and political participation 27—28 
food consumption, various countries 

27 

see also Starvation 

Identification 36-39 
a definition 37 

among American farmers 40-41 
and projection 39, 45 
church and party compared 206 
ethnic 195, 197 
of ethnic minority, with majority 
200-201 

origins of 36-37, 155—156 
political party 205-208 
racial 195, 197 
with aggressor 83-84, 200 
with Christian church 219-220 
with class 271-272 
with defender 83-84 
with leaders 83-84, 218-283, 289- 
290 
Identity: 

and aruiety 81-82 
and appeal of Christianity 219 
and “oceanic” feeling 81-82 
and social needs 156 
ethnic or racial 197, 198-199 
Luther’s anxiety about 82n 
origin of. In infancy 155-156 
Ideology and personal experience 188- 
190 

Imprinting and social needs 150-152 
Industrialization: 

and interclass conflict 243-244 
and social mobility 250-254 
in prerevolutionary period 351-352 
Innocence (i.e., ignorance) and guilt 
22, 22n 

among American farmers 40-42 
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Ixmocence and guilt (cont'd) 
and marginality 265 
and moral relativism 44-45 
Calvin and 19 
Freud and 19 
identification and 38-39 
in Caesar's Column 41-42 
in purges and brainwashing 1&-21 
Khrushchev’s, re Stalin’s purges 21, 
21n, 350 

of old and new elites in revolution 
350 

projection and 42 
Insecurity: 

and anxiety 66 
and frustration 66 
and religion 213-214 
and social status 255 
and tension 66 
during brainwashing 18-19 
in background of political leaders 
85-94 

in the populace 94-103 
in primitive societies in transition 
97-100 

Interclass antagonism: 
and common values 242-243 
and increased division of labor 241 
and misperception 244-245 
and solidarity 240 
and subjective equality 247-249 
in agrarian vs. industrial economies 
243-244 

physical proximity, psychic remote- 
ness 259-260 

strikes and revolutions compared 
244n 

Intolerance of ambiguity: 
and mental rigidity 119-120 
and religion 213-214 
Frenkel-Brunswik on 79-80, 119- 
120, 120n 

experiments on 79-80 
in appraising political leaders 93-94 
Irrational (dysfunctional) action: 
among political leaders 83-94 
and tension 74-76, 82—83 

Jackson, Andrew 284 
James II of England (Duke of York) 
333-335 


Jefferson, Thomas: 

and social mobility 258 
on equality 48-49 
Populists and 40, 41 
style of rule 291-292, 307-308 
Jews and Judaism: 

value system 48-^9, 202-203 
Zedakeh 202 

Jus primae noctis and equality 259 
Justice: 

and graft 238 

and poverty 237-238 

distributive, Platonic 237-239 

equal 237—240 

law, and grace 356-357 

Kant, Immanuel, on equality 48—49 
Katz-Lazarsfeld study 178-180 
Khrushchev: 

compares 1956 intervention in Hun- 
gary with tsar’s intervention 365 
misperceptions of Hungarian revolt 
245-246 

on Stalin 20-21, 21n, 245, 245n. 
246, 350 

Kibbutzim 164-165 
and division of labor 241-242 
Koe.stler. Arthur 19n, 82, 107n, 214 
Korean War of 1950-1953 
and brainwashed captives 26 
and Harry Bridges 244 

Lasswell, Harold D. 57, 188, 347 
Law: 

and equality 356 
justice, and grace 356-357 
prerevolutionary breakdowm of 356 
see also Justice 
Leaders, political: 

adaptability vs. conservatism and pro- 
gressivism 32 1-322 
authority figures 293 
autocrats and heterocrats 297-298 
backgrounds of tension 85-94 
characteristics of 56-60, 285-289 
charismatic autocrats 299-303, 327 
charismatic heterocrats 306-307 
class backgrounds of 40n-41n, 256, 
270, 285-286 

creatures of their times 277-279 
criterion of success 293-297 
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Leaders, political (cont’d) 
dependency on 101, 327 
energy level of 289 
father- or big-brother image 281 
genetic makeup of 93 
great man theory of 277-278 
identification with 83-84, 281-283, 
289-290 

Iowa experiments in 274, 277 
marginality of 85-94, 287-288, 
345-348 

misperceptions by 244-247 
narcissism of 247 
needs of the time for 101, 289-290 
personal traumata of 347-348 
public mood and 292-293 
rational autocrats 303 
rational heterocrats 307-308 
relation to followers 277-285 
revolutionary, from old elite 343 
revolutionary, loyalty to 354 
sense of equality in 283-284 
social status of 270, 285-280 
socio-cultural context for 92-93 
staff of 283-285 
style of rule 290-292 
traditional autocrats 298-299 
traditional heterocrats 300 
Leisler, Jacob, background of 330, 358 
Leisler’s rebellion of 1089-1691 333- 
337 

and Catholicism 333-336 
Lenin (V. I. Ulyanov): 
and Chekhov’s "Ward No. 0” 189n, 
347n 

as creature of revolution 279 
background of tension 90-92 
contact with tsarist government 
187-188 

traumatic adolescence 90-91, 187- 
188 

Lincoln, Abraham 25, 308-320 
and abolitionists 310-311 
and Buchanan 311-312 
and Calhoun, compared 132-133, 
310 

and charisma 308, 3 15-310 
and Douglas 309-310 
and Freud 314 
and inevitability 313-314 
and McClellan 293,319 


Lincoln, Abraham (cont'd) 
and Stalin 319 
and success 308-309, 312 
autocratic ruler 314—315, 318-319 
background of tension 85-87 
conservatism of 319-320, 321 
contact with slaves 187 
Herndon on 283 
introspects on ambition 316—317 
on equality 48—49 
rationalist ruler 318 
Line-length experiments 171 
Locke, John 359 
Lodge, Henry Cabot, and Wilson 
133-134 

Long, Huey 291n, 296 
Love 31 

Aristotle on 48, 48n 
Christ on 31 
Greek words for 31n 
Paul on 31,31n 
Platoon 31,31n 
Lumumba, Patrice 362 
Luther, Martin: 

and Erasmus 338-339 
identification anxiety 82n 

NicCarthy, Senator Joseph, background 
of tension 87 
McCarthyism: 

and Protestant churchmen 220 
and public tension 103 
McClellan. George B. 293,319 
Magsaysay, Ramon 320-321 
Mahomet 299 

Majority rule and social status 248-249 
Mao Tsc-tung: 

as creature of revolution 279 
charismatic rule 302 
poem eulogizing 302 
Marginality 263-266 

ambivalence as to extremism 94 
and anti-Nazis 164,266 
and political extremism 164, 266 
and racial prejudice 204 
and tension 265-260 
Durkheim on 260 
frequency of 263-264 
in background of political leaders 
85-94. 287-288, 345-348 
in Charles V’s background 347d 
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Marginality (cont'd) 

in Hitler’s background 88-90 
in Leisler’s background 336 
in Lincoln’s background 85—87 
in McCarthy’s background 87 
in Masaryk’s background 87-88 
in revolutionary leaders 345-348 
lack of, in Lenin’s background 90- 
92 

varieties of 263 
Mario and the Magician 279 
Marshall, George C., on equality 48 
Marx, Karl, and Marxists: 

and class basis for personality 234 
and class consciousness 271-272 
and human nature 1 
and morality 45 

interclass antagonism and solidarity 
241 

Marx’s personal background 358 
Masaryk, Thomas: 
background of tension 87-88 
in Vienna 296 
Mau-Mau rebellion 354 
Mental rigidity: 
and anxiety 119-120 
and "intolerance of ambiguity" 

119-120 

in old elites 344-345 
levels and areas of 120-121 
Mexico, c-onquest of 43—14 
Minnesota starvation experiments 1 1- 
14 

perceptual effects 108 
Mobility, social: 

industrialization 250-252 
258-259 

and ethnic minorities 260-261 
and family solidarity 261 
and growth of tertiar>' occupations 
253 

and occupational mobility distin- 
guished 251 

and the organism 261-263 
and social stability 249-2.50 
and specialization 250-251 
and urbanization 251 
belief in hierarchy 257-258 
beliefs and 256-258 
causes of 256-263 


Mobility, social (cont’d) 

in already industrialized societies 
252-254 

intergroup contact and 259-260 
Jefferson on 258 

lack of, in primitive societies 97-98 
of entire status groups 252 
of political leaders 287 
upward and downward 253-254, 
264 
Monkeys: 

fright experiments 78n 
Harlow s research on social depriva- 
tion in 149-150 
Morals (i.e., values): 
of revolutionaries and old regimes 
349-350 
origins 46, 46n 
relativism and 44-45 
Mozarabic ritual in Toledo cathedral 
115-116 

Napoleon 277 
Narcissism: 
of old elites 357 
of political leaders 246-247 
Nasser, Carnal: Aswan Dam, Dulles, 
and hunger 111,135 
Nationalism: 

and religious conversion 123—124 
right after revolution 363 
Natural law: 

and equality 52-53 
and the human psyche 52—53 
Nazism: 

and class system 340 
background for 327-328 
Needs (i.e., <lrives or wants) 6-11 
and institutional chiuige 232-233 
and limits of propaganda 134-136 
and religion 213 
aiLviety about 101-102 
basic 6-11 

distingui.slu*tl from tension 6, 64— 

65, 74-75 

Freud’s list of 7, 8 
hierarchy of 10-11, 60-63; and see 
Hierarchy of needs 
Maslow’s list of 8-1 1 
Murray’s list of 7-9 
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Needs (cont’d) 
physical 9, 1 1-23 

relation of leader selection to 289- 
290 

Wallas’s list of 7 
Negroes: 

and Catholic church 226, 229-230 
and Protestant churches 226-227 
Emancipation Proclamation 31 In 
party loyalty of 232 
Nehru, Jawaharlal 276, 284 
admiration for Lincoln 282 
compared to Lincoln 318 
New elite: 

alienation from old elite 345-348 
follows style of old rulers 364 
hardness of 363-364 
in prerevolutionary conditions 345- 
350 

lack of sense of guilt 350 
marginality of 345-346 
social background 348 
see also Political leaders 
New York draft riots of 1863 5-6, 
361-362 

Nineteen Eighty-Four 135,357 
Nkrumah, Kwame: 
charismatic rule 302-303, 329 
on political reality 135 

Oates, Titus 334 
"Oceanic” feeling 81-82 
and identity 81-82 
and sensory deprivation 106, 107 
dedndividualization during brain* 
washing 19 

Koestler's experience of 82 
Oedipus complex 36-37 
Old elite: 

alienation from society 344-345 
death instinct and 357 
in prerevolutionary conditions 341— 
345. 355-357 
lack of sense of guilt 350 
mental rigidity in 344-345 

resurgence of its style after revolution 
364 

see also Political leaders 
Old Ritualists in Russia 1 16 


Organism, the 2 

and environment 2-5, 150-152, 
156-157, 234-235 
and human nature 2 
and political behavior 3, 5-6 
and revolution 340—341, 358 
and social change 340-341 
and social mobility 261-263 
growth, and imprinting 150-152 
Oxenstieme 184, 210, 231 

Parents: political influence of 166- 
168, 176-177, 177n 
Parties, political: 

identiBcation with 205-208 
"inheritance” of identification 208 
international ties 212 
other causes of identification with 
208-211 
Pavlov, I. P.: 

and extinction of c-onditioned reflex 
129-130 

experiments 76-77 
Peasants and farmers in politics: 
in early industrial c'onditions, in 
America 36, 40-42 
in preindustrial conditions 342—345, 
351.355-356 
Perception: 

and church identification 230-231 
and conservatism 114-121 
and consistency 1 13 
and ethnic discrimination 204—205 
and expertness of carrier 125 
and identification with carrier 127 
and liking the familiar 114—121 
and mental rigidity 1 19-121 
and persistence of past percepts 
114-121 

and physical needs 108—110 
and race prejudice 204-205 
and reality 126-132 
and religious c'onversion 124 
and resistance to change 114-121 
and self-actuali/ation needs 111 
and self-esteem, equality needs, 1 1 1 
and social needs lIO-Ill 
and trustworthiness of carrier 125- 
126 

and values 121-124 
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Perception (cont^d) 

carriers of percepts 124—128 
distorted by values 121-124 
line-length experiments 171 
of words and misperception of acts 
244-246 

“sleeper effect” 127-128, 128n 
social effects on 169-175 
symbols and resistance to change 
114-118 

tendency to make percepts complete 
112-113 

tension and persistence in 79-80 
Peron, Juan 281 
Person, the (i.e., personality) 2 
and human nature 2-3 
Marx’s class basis for 234 
Peter the Great 290-291, 295, 298, 
298n 

Phillips, Wendell 24-25, 310-311 
Physical deprivation: 
after-effects 13, 13n, 14-15 
and alienation of Soviet citizens 19- 
20 

and apathy 13, 15, 26 
and dcpoliticization 15-23 
and forced political participation 
22-23 

and limits to propaganda 134-136 
at detention camps for Japanese 
17-18 

fear of bodily harm or death 5-6 
109-110,360 

hunger and starvation 5-6 11-14 
27-28 

in Chinese People’s Republic 21-23 

in Hungarian People’s Republic -’ 1 - 
22 

in Soviet purges of 1930s 18-21 

recovery from 33-34 
Physical needs 9, 11-23 
and desocialization 17-18.19,22 
and perception 108-110 
and politics 15-23 
annihilation and perception 109-1 10 
vs. social needs 32-34, 33n 
Plato 31 
on love 31,31n 
Political change: 

and need for equality 50-53 


Political change (cont’d) 
and self-righteousness 41—42, 45 
and the organism 340-341 
and war 360 

constitutional and nonconstitutional 
331-332 

group influence on 180-181, 210 
Political extremism: 
and Hitler’s background 88-90 
and McCarthy’s background 87 
and marginality 164, 266 
Political leaders: 

adaptability vs. conservatism and pro- 
gressivism 321-322 
authority figures 293 
autocrats and heterocrats 297-298 
backgrounds of tension 85-94 
characteristics of 56-60, 285-289 
charismatic autocrats 299-303, 327 
charismatic heterocrats 306-307 
class backgrounds of 40n-41n, 256, 
270, 285-286 

creatures of their times 277-279 
criterion of success 293-297 
dependency on 101, 327 
energy level of 289 
father- or big-brother image 281 
genetic makeup of 93 
great man theory of 277-278 
identification with 83-84, 281-283, 
289-290 

Iowa e.xperiments in 274-277 
marginality of 85-94, 287-288, 

345-348 

misperceptions by 244-247 
narcissism of 247 
needs of the time for 101,289-290 
personal travunata of 347-348 
public mood and 292-293 
rational autocrats 303 
rational heterocrats 307-308 
relation to followers 277—285 
revolutionary, from old elite 343 
revolutionary, loyalty to 354 
sense of equality in 283-284 
social status of 270, 285-286 
socio-cultural context for 92-93 
staff of 283-285 
style of rule 290-292 
traditional autocrats 298-299 
traditional heterocrats 306 
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Political maturity 322—325 
a definition 324-325 
and charisma 328-329 
and leaders 329 
England 328 
Germany 325-328 
leaders and citizens compared 325- 
327 

Political participation 23-29 
active 23-25 
a definition 23-26 
and apathy distinguished 23. 25-26 
and the family 35, 163-169, 175n. 
177 

and personal experience 185-190 

and physical deprivation 15-23 

and social needs 34, 36, 40-42 

and teachers 175n 

degree of 24 

in China 29 

in India 28-29 

in Peru 28 

in Soviet Union 28-29 

passive 23-25 

Political stability and equality 47-48 
Popular government ( i.c., democ racy ) 
and free government 54 
Population growth: 
as index of instability 350-351 
in France before revolution 351 
in Russia before revolution 351 
Populists, American 40-4 1 
identification process 40—4 1 
leaders of 40n-41n 
prior socialization 36 
Portugal 333, 333n, 334 
Prejudice and discrimination, racial: 
and class 268 
causes of 203-205 
see also Racial groups 
Prerevolutionary conditions: 
breakdown of law 356 
crisis approaches 354-360 
fear of regression 355-356, 360 
general public in 350-360 
industrialization under 350-352 
new elite in 345-350 
new loyalties 354-355 
old elite in 341-345, 355-^57 
Pressure groups and equal justice 238- 
239 


Priority of needs 10-11, 60-63 
among French war prisoners 15 
and constitutional democracy 16, 
26-29 

and social status 255, 255n 
and support for civil liberties 11 In 
charts showing 62 
in concentration camps 14, 33 
in Russia’s 1918-1922 famine 14 
physical vs. social needs 32—34, 33n, 
145n 

Rostow and Duddenbrooks lln 
social vs. "self-assertion” 148n 
Projection: 

a definition 39 

among American farmers 41—42 
am<»ng Spanish conquistadors 43—44 
.Anna Freud on 39n 
by governments 42—43 
in Caesar’s Cohimn 41—42 
of vice 42, 45 

Proletarian revolt and agrarian revolt 
242-244 

Propaganda, extent and limits of cfTcc* 
fiveness 134—136 
Protein constimption in various coun- 
tries 27 

Protest.int churches: 
and alcoliolism 225n 
ami English Ch.u tisin 223-224, 

224n 

ami MiCarlhyism 226 
and Negroes 226-227 
ami rich vs. poor 223-224, 227 
and slavery 223, 224 
class oric'ntalion of 222-225 
Proximal groups: 

a definition 145-147 
and church identificati<in 21i)-220 
and lack of idcuitification 259 
and party identification 208-209 
chicken expiTiment 148 
dog <-xperimc“nt 148 
f;imily iiiHui’iices 163—169, I (6—177, 
177n 

me<liator for <list.d groups 184, 
188-200 

monkey experiments 149-150 
nonfainilial 175—176, 178—181 
of e-quals and iine<iuals 144 
origins of 146—153 
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Proximal groups (cant’d) 
table of types 147 
teachers’ influence 175n 
Public, general: 

decline in progress 355-350, 360 
economic progress 351-352 
in prerevolutionary conditions 350- 
360 

insecurity and 94-103 
political participation 23-29, 53-56 
rationality, compared with elite 
130-136 

reluctance to rebel 359-360 
social reform and 352 
Purges of 1930s, Soviet 18-21 
and tension 103 
compared to McCarthyism 103 
insecurity of purgees 18-19 
Khnishchev’s speech on 20-21 

Racial groups and racism: 

and conflict between Soviet Union 
and China 196 
and Congo independence 196 
and marginality 264 
and mobility 260-261 
and religion 201-203 
and status 260-261 

basis for nonpolitical conflict 195- 
196 

causes of discrimination 203-205 
identification 195, 198 
prejudice and class 268 
social and self-esteem needs 198 
subjective aspect 194-195 
Rationalism and reason 22n 
Rationality: 

and conditioned reflex 129-130 
and reality 128-132, 136 
and tension 83—84 
of elite and general public 130-136 
of Lincoln and Calhoun 132-133 
of Wilson and Lodge 13.3-134 
Realism, cr>pto-Platonic 51,52 
and reaction to word "socialism” 1 1 7 
and Soviet "socialist competition" 

117 

in interclass antagonism 244-245 
of revolutionaries 349 
Reality and perception 128-132 


Reality-testing: 

and propaganda limits 134-136 
and rationality 128-132, 136 
of elite compared with general public 
130-136 

perceptions of commodity-market 
slump 131-132 
Rebellion: 

conservatism during 348 
Leisler’s of 1689-1691 333-337 
Mau-Mau 354 
Reformation, Protestant 
and equality 49-50, 339 
and frustration 73-74 
and Jacob Leisler 336 
and Renaissance 337-339 
class orientation of 223 
Relativism, moral 44—45 
and Marxists 45 
and Populists 45n 
Religion: 

and various needs 213 
churches and functional autonomy 
220, 223, 233 

science, and .scientism 22n, 214 
Renaissance and Reformation 337-339 
Retrogression, tension about 5-6, 100- 
101,355-356, 360 
Revolutions: 
and human nature 348 
and illiteracy 342 
and new elite 345-350 
and old elite 34 1-345, 364 
atavism in 350 

contrasted with labor strikes 244, 

244n 

immediate consequences 362—363 
leaders, from old elite 343 
war as precipitator 360 
sec also Prerevolutionar>’ conditions 
Riots: 

at detention centers for Japanese 
17-18, 346 
Cairo in 1952 362 
marginality of leaders 340 
New York draft 5-6, 361-362 
Roosevelt, Franklin D.: 
and Hitler 320,329 
and the public 280 
conflict with mother 288 



General index 44)1 


Roosevelt, Franklin D. {cont'd) 
illness 288 

responsiveness to popular needs 290 
Roosevelt, Theodore 181 
on the American race 197n 
marginality of 287-288 
Rousseau, J.J. 22n 

St. Bartholomew’s Day massacre, class 
orientation of 223 
St. Simeon Stylites 25 
Science and scientism 22n 
and religion 214 
Scientific socialism, socialists, and 
morality 45 
Security needs 9-10 
and politics 10, 54 
and religion 213 
and social status 255 
distinguished from basic needs 9—10 
Self-aciualization needs 9, 53-60 
and perception 111 
and social status 255-258 
general public, political participation, 
and 53-50 

of political elites 56-60 
special groups and 54-55 
Self-esteem (i.e. dignity, ec|uality) 
needs 9 

and appeal of Christianity 219-221, 
219n-220n 

and ethnic minority status 198 
and perception 111 
distinguished from social needs 45- 
46 

Sensory deprivation: 

Darkness at Noon 107n 
experiments in 105-107 
Hebb's experiments 105-106 
Lilly's experiments 107 
separation from self and 106, 107 
Separation of self from other: 
child and mother 1 55-1 56 
social and self-esteem needs 45-46 
Sin and error 22n, 23 
Situation, the ( i.e., environment ) 2 

and human nature 2 
and the organism 3-5 
Social deprivation: 
effects of 150-152 


Social deprivation (cont’d) 
experiments in 149—150 
in brainwashing 22 
in infants 151-*152 
in “mechanicar' boy 151 
in “wolf" boy 150-151 
Social determinism 14 1-142 
Durklieim 141 
La/uirsfeld 141 

Social groups and categories 142—143 
Social groups* table of 147 
Social mobility 249-263 

and early industrialisation 250-252* 
258-259 

and ethnic minorities 260-261 
and family solidarity 261 
and growth of tertiary occupations 
253 

and occupational mobility distin* 
guished 251 

and social stability 249-250 
and speciali/ation 250-25 1 
and the organism 261-263 
and urbani/^ition 251 
belief in hierarchy 257-258 
beliefs and 256-268 
causes of 256-263 
in already industriali/ed societies 
252-254 

intergroup c'ontact and 259-260 
JenTerson on 258 

lack of* in primitive societies 97-98 
of entire status groups 252 
of political leaders 287 
upward and downward 253—254, 
264 

Social (i.e.* love, affection, belonging- 
ness) needs 9 
a definition 31 
among American farmers 36 
and ethnic minority status 198 
and family 35* 155-156 
and identity 38 
and imprinting 150-152 
and perception 110-111 
and sensory deprivation lU7n 
and starvation 14-15 
deprivation of 149-152 
during prerevolutionary conditions 
357 
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Social needs {cant'd) 

experiments on 148-150 
in infancy 151-152, 155-156 
origin of 146-153 
right after revolution 362-363 
Socrates 285n, 295 
Soviet expatriates, study of 19-20 
“Springdale” 191-193 
Staff members of leader 283-285 
Stalin: 

and Lincoln 319 

and style of rule of old regime 364- 
365 

charismatic rule 301-302, 364 
misperceptions of self 245 
poem eulogizing 302 
Starvation 11-17 
after-effects 13, 13n, 14-15 
and apathy 13, 15, 26-28 
effect on social ties 14-16 
in Nazi concentration camps 12n 
in the Netherlands, 1944-1945 15n 
16 

Minnesota experiments 11—14 
Status: 

a definition 235 

and ethnic minorities 260-261 

and graft 238 

and individual development 255- 
256 

and insecurity 255 
and justice 237-240 
and majority rule 248 
and need hierarchy 255, 255n 
and politics 271-273 
and self-actualization 255-256 
and subjective equality 246-249 
class and caste 236 
class legislation 238-240 
discrepancy 346 
marginality and race 263-264 
mobility of entire status groups 252 
of political elite ("decision makers”) 
40n-41n, 256, 270, 285-286 
social inheritance of 236—237 
Stimulation, need for 104-105, 107- 
108 

and need for cognition 104 
Strikes, labor, contrasted with revolu- 
tions 244, 244n 


Suffrage (i.e., the vote): 
and equality 51 
and Soviet 1936 Constitution 52 
equality and dictatorship and 51- 
52 

Survival needs: 

and concentration camps 33-34 
and group influence 181-182 
and need hierarchy 33-34, 33n 
and political apathy 13, 15, 23, 26- 
28, 298-299 

anxiety 97, 109-110,360 
Symptomatic relief of tension 82-83 

Tension: 

a definition 65 
and ambiguity 79-80 
and anxiety, frustration, insecurity 
66 

and identity 81-82 
and irrational (dysfunctional) action 
74-76 

and McCarthyism 103 
and marginality 265-266 
and mental rigidity 1 19 
and need distinguished 6, 64-65, 
74-75 

and newspaper reading habits 80- 
81 

and persistence in perception 79-80 
and Protestant Reformation 73-74 
and Soviet purges 103 
and tendency to make percepts com- 
plete 113 
causes 71-74 
experiments on 76-80 
in backgrounds of political leaders 
85-94 

in industrial society 102-103 
in prcliterate society 95-98 
in the populace 94-103 
in transitional society 98-102 
of dependency 96 
of retrogression 100-101 
of transition 95-96, 98—100 
of unfulfilled expectations 97-98 
optimum 70, 80-81, 84, 103 
quantification 80-81 
symptomatic relief of 82-83 
Tolstoi, Leo 277-278 



General index 



Toothbrush experiment 78-79 
Transition: 

anoiny and 101, 266 
anxiety of 95-96, 98-102 
in Africa 352-354 
in Turkey 359 
Trotsky, Leo 284 

Unemployment: 
and apathy 10-17 
and desocialization 10-17 
Utopian: 

and conservative views of revolution- 
aries 348-349 
communities 40-47, 241-242 

Values ( i.e., morals ) : 

and interclass antagonism 242-243, 
247-249 

and interclass solidarity 241, 242- 
244 

and perception 121-124,137,140 
and social identification 38 
Christian 48-^9 

during Renaissance and Reformation 
339 

Jewish 48-49. 202-203 
nationalism 123-124 
origins 40, 46n 


Wallace, Henry 284 
Wants ( i.e., needs or drives ) 6-1 1 

and institutional change 232—233 
and limits of propaganda 134—136 
and religion 213 
anxiety about 101-102 
basic 6-11 

distinguished from tension 6, 64- 
85, 74-75 

Freud’s list of 7,8 
hierarchy of 10-11, 60-63; and see 
Hierarchy of needs 
Maslow's list of 8-11 
Murray's list of 7-9 
physical 9, 11-23 
relation of leader selection to 289- 
290 

Wallas’s list of 7 
Weber, Max 298, 299, 299n 
Wilson, Woodrow 
and Lodge 133—134 
and success 294-295 
and the public 280 
conflict with father 288 
Harding, and Debs 296 
Working class: conservatism of 242- 
244, 268-270 

Young, Brigham 299 







